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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 


sep 23 ‘49 


The Problem of the Former Italian Colonies 
at.the Third Session of the General Assembly 


by David W. Wainhouse and Philip A. Mangano 


|. INTRODUCTION 


The General Assembly of the United Nations at 
its fourth regular session will resume considera- 
tion of the problem of the disposition of the former 
Italian colonies. This item will be one of the most 
important on its agenda. The settlement of this 
difficult and complicated problem has been given 
the United Nations as a result of the inability of 
the four great powers—the United States, the 
United Kingdom, the U.S.S.R., and France—to 
reach agreement on the matter. So wide has been 
the range of international opinion on possible so- 
lutions that no decision could be reached by the 
General Assembly after initial study and debate 
last spring. The course of that debate and the 
various proposals considered and voted upon are 
the subject of extended treatment in this article. 

The territories involved are the three former 
Italian colonies—Libya, Eritrea, and Italian 
Somaliland—comprising a total area of over 1 mil- 
lion square miles and a combined population of 
over 3 million. Stretching between Egypt on the 
east and Tunisia and Algeria on the west, Libya is 
by far the largest of the three former colonies. 
Its population, like Eritrea and Italian Somali- 
land, is approximately 1 million. The native pop- 
ulation, composed mainly of Berbers and Arabs, 
is Moslem in religion. Although much of the ter- 
ritory is desert, the basis of its economy is agri- 
cultural and pastoral, chiefly in the sections along 
the Mediterranean coast, along mountain slopes 
and at scattered oases inthe interior. Since libera- 
tion from Axis control in 1943, most of Libya has 
been under separate British administrations for 
Cyrenaica (the eastern portion) and Tripolitania 
(the western part bordering on Tunisia and AI- 
geria). There are Italian and Jewish minorities 
in the coastal areas of Tripolitania of approxi- 
mately 40 thousand and 15 thousand, respectively. 
Cyrenaica, in June of this year, was granted self- 
government for internal affairs under the over-all 
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protection and supervision of the British admin- 
istration. A third part of Libya, the sparsely 


— Fezzan in the southwest, has been under 


rench administration since occupation of that 
area during the war by French forces pushing up 
from West Africa. 

In East Africa, Eritrea and Italian Somaliland 
border on the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean, re- 
spectively. Inland, Eritrea stretches along the 
northeastern boundary of Ethiopia and the east- 
ern tip of the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan. With a 
mixed population of Christian Copts and Moslems, 
together with an Italian community in the towns 
of Asmara and Massawa, the inhabitants total over 
1 million. Italian Somaliland, with a population 
of about 970 thousand, is the least developed of the 
former colonies. Its inhabitants are closely re- 
lated by race and culture to the Somalis in Brit- 
ish and French Somaliland, southeastern Ethi- 
opia and northern Kenya. Their religion is the 
Moslem faith. Both Eritrea and Italian Somali- 
land are poor in natural resources. Though agri- 
cultural and pastoral in their economies, both must 
import a certain amount of their food require- 
ments. A considerable proportion of the popula- 
tion of each is nomadic or seminomadic, ona politi- 
cal or social advancement, except in settled areas, 
has been slow. Eritrea and Italian Somaliland 
have been under British administration since 
1941. 

According to article 23 of the Treaty of Peace 
With Italy, signed February 10, 1947, Italy re- 
nounced all right and title to her former colonial 
possessions in Africa. It was established that 
pending their final disposition they would remain 
under their “present,” British and French, ad- 
ministration. The United States, the United 
Kingdom, the U. S. S. R. and France jointly were 
to determine the final disposition within 1 year 
from the coming into force of the treaty (Septem- 
ber 15, 1947) and in the manner specified in annex 
XI of the treaty. Annex XI embodied a Joint 
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Declaration by the four great powers, engaging 
themselves to seek a settlement “in the light of the 
wishes and welfare of the inhabitants and the in- 
terests of peace and security, taking into consider- 
ation the views of other interested Governments.” 
The declaration provided that if, with respect to 
any of these territories, the four powers were un- 
able to agree within 1 year from the coming into 
force of the Treaty of Peace With Italy, “the mat- 
ter shall be referred to the General Assembly of 
the United Nations for a recommendation, and the 
Four Powers agree to accept the recommendation 
and to take appropriate measures for giving effect 
to it.” It was further provided that the deputies 
of the (four) Foreign Ministers should continue 
consideration of the problem so as to furnish the 
Council of Foreign Ministers with recommenda- 
tions on this matter. The deputies were also to 
send out commissions of investigation to the terri- 
tories involved to obtain necessary data and to 
ascertain the views of the inhabitants. 

The Council of Foreign Ministers and their 
deputies labored long and intensively with this 

roblem before and after conclusion of the treaty. 

hen the Council met for the first time at London 
in September 1945, there was general agreement 
that the principle of trusteeship as outlined in the 
United Nations Charter, signed a few months 
earlier, should be ge owever, there was 
little meeting of minds on the form of trusteeship 
which might be applied to the three territories, 
whether under the administration of a single state, 
of a group of states, or of the United Nations or- 
— itself. Former Secretary of State 

yrnes, on behalf of the United States, proposed 
administration of all three areas by the United 
Nations, acting through the Trusteeship Council. 
Qualified support for this proposal was initially 
given by the British who, however, felt that it 
might be applied only to Libya. France preferred 
single-power trusteeships with Italy as the ad- 
ministering power. The Soviet Union also ad- 
hered to the idea of individual trusteeships and 
advanced a claim to such a trusteeship for itself 
in Tripolitania. 

The four Foreign Ministers again took up the 
problem at a Paris session which was divided into 
two parts: April 25-May 20 and June 15-July 12, 
1946. The Soviet Union by this time had moved 
from a claim to trusteeship in Tripolitania to ad- 
vocacy of a joint Soviet-Italian trusteeship for 
that area. From that position it shifted to sup- 
port for Italian trusteeship in all three territories 
along lines that French had already proposed. 
Although preferring its own plan for direct United 
Nations trusteeships, the United States was pre- 
pared to accept the French plan if the others 
could agree and if a definite date were set 
for the independence of Eritrea and Libya. Brit- 
ain, which had assured the Senussi leaders of 
Cyrenaica during the war that they would never 
again be allowed to come under Italian rule, could 
not agree to the French plan, and the French For- 
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eign Minister could not agree to a time limit fo, 
independence. The British made counterpro 
als for the immediate independence of all of Li 
but obtained no general support. The United 
States then reverted to its original proposal. 
Later, during the June—J ef meeting of the For. 


eign Ministers, it was agreed in principle that jf 
the four powers could not agree on a solution 
within a year after the coming into force of the 
— treaty, they would refer the matter to the 

reneral Assembly for a recommendation, binding 
themselves in advance to accept that recommenda. 
tion and to put it into effect. This agreement was 
accepted by the peace conference at Paris in Octo. 
ber 1946, and finally emerged in the four-power 
declaration of February 10, 1947 which was incor. 
porated as annex XI in the treaty. 

The establishment of a Four Power Commission 
of Investigation by the deputies of the Foreign 
Ministers was delayed until the fall of 1947 be. 
cause the Soviet Union took the position that jt 
could not be organized before the Italian treaty 
had been ratified. The Commission was finally 
sent out to the territories in November 1947, visit. 
ing Eritrea, Italian Somaliland and Libya. After 
it ‘had completed its investigation, including spe- 
cial attention to the views of the inhabitants in s 
far as they could be evaluated, the Commission 
reported to the Deputy Foreign Ministers in July 
1948. The deputies he received the views of the 
other interested states including Egypt and Italy. 
The deputies made further efforts to reach agree- 
ment on the basis of the Commission’s report and 
other data. By this time the United States had 
moved away from advocacy of direct United Na. 
tions administration because of lack of support by 
the other powers and because the existing state of 
East-West relations made it seem unlikely that 
such an arrangement could be effectively applied. 
France and the U.S.S.R. still favored Ttalia 
trusteeship generally though with variations on 
the details. Britain and the United States be. 
lieved Italian trusteeship in Italian Somaliland 
would be feasible and acceptable to a majority of 
the inhabitants but felt that British administra. 
tion in at least a part of Libya, particularly in 
Cyrenaica, would he more in keeping with th 
desires of the inhabitants and in the interests of 
international security. The United States and 
later the United Kingdom supported the strong 
Ethiopian claim to part of the territory of Eritrea 
on ethnic and economic grounds and also sup- 
ported Ethiopia’s need for an outlet to the sea. 

With the approach of the deadline for four 
power agreement, September 15, 1948, the U.S.S.R 
called a meeting of the Council of Foreign Minis 
ters, though it seemed apparent that absence oi 
agreement among the deputies would continue t 
be reflected in the Council. This impression wi 
confirmed when the Council met on September 1 
at Paris where the Soviet delegation reversed i 
position. It proposed United Nations trustee 
ships for all three territories along lines markedl} 
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similar to the original American proposals of 
1945, which were not acceptable to the other three 
governments. The four governments, unable to 
agree, addressed a letter to the Secretary-General 
| the United Nations dated September 15, 1948, 


[informing him that they were aapciom the prob- 


Jem to the General Assembly in accordance with 
the pertinent provisions of the Italian peace 
treaty. The four powers also sent for the in- 
formation of the members the report of the Four 
Power Commission of Investigation which visited 


>I Libya, Eritrea, and former Italian Somaliland. 


Under pressure of other business, the General 
Assembly did not reach the point of considering 
this problem at the first part of its third regular 
The matter was sched- 
uled for discussion at the second part of that ses- 
sion meeting in New York in the spring of 1949. 


ii. INITIAL DEBATE IN COMMITTEE I 


Procedural Matters 


Hard upon the election of Fernand van Lang- 
enhove (Belgium) as Chairman, Committee I 
proceeded, at its 238th meeting, April 6, 1949, to 
take up the question of the former Italian col- 
onies. Two procedural questions immediately 
arose, involving the manner in which Italy and 
representatives of substantial political groups of 
the inhabitants of the African territories might 
present their views to the Committee. 

The Italian Government in a letter to the Sec- 
retary-General dated April 41 formally requested 
al opportunity to participate in the discussion 
of the problem. in Foster Dulles of the 
United States delegation proposed that the Com- 
mittee accede to the Italian request and sub- 
mitted a draft resolution providing for appro- 
priate participation by an Italian representative, 
without vote, in the Committee’s discussions. 
This proposal was immediately adopted.? 

The representative of Pakistan, Sir Zafrullah 
Khan, wanted to be sure that the Committee would 
seek the views of the local inhabitants. He also 
meee that the Italian spokesman should ini- 
tially give an account of his country’s past co- 
lonial policies and aims. The United Kingdom 
representative then came forward with a proposal 
for a three-member subcommittee which would 
screen requests for hearings in the Assembly of 


* U.N. doc. A/C.1/480. 
*U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.238 and U.N. doc. A/C.1/431. 
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The resolution, after noting the Italian request, stated 
that the Assembly “decides to invite the Government of 
Italy to send a representative to sit, without vote, during 


,@ the Committee’s consideration of the question of the dis- 


r ij 


posal of the former Italian colonies, such representative 
to be present for the purpose of answering questions, pro- 


1 it® viding such assistance as the Committee may require and 
steey Making an initial statement, as well as such further state- 
edl ments as the Committee may require.” 
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representatives of parties or organizations in the 
territories. The subcommittee would report to, 
Committee I on “the extent to which these parties 
or organizations represent substantial sections of 
opinion in the territory in question” and would 
make recommendations on whether they should 
be heard and if so, how they should be heard.® 
After some discussion, in which it was pointed out 
that no such group had as yet requested a hearing, 
the matter was temporarily laid aside. It was 
quite evident that the members fully agreed on the 
principle that hearings should be afforded repre- 
sentatives of the local population at the proper 
time. 

At the 240th and 242d meetings of Committee 
I, the United Kingdom revised proposal for a 
subcommittee to “screen” uests for hearing 
representatives of groups of the inhabitants was 
taken up. As revised, the British proposal 
left open the number of states to be represented 
on the subcommittee.* A French amendment 
proposed that the subcommittee study and take 
into account “the information on political organi- 
zations in the respective territories contained in 
the Four Power Commission report.”*> At 
Egypt’s suggestion, it was agreed that a deadline 
be set for the receipt of requests for hearings, 
with April 23 as the terminal date. A Cuban pro- 

osal called for establishment of an eleven-mem- 

r subcommittee to be designated by the Chair- 
man according to geographical distribution.® 

The first list of possible members of the sub- 
committee proposed by Chairman van Langen- 
hove named the seven following states to serve 
on the subcommittee: Norway, New Zealand, 
Egypt, Iran, France, Brazil, and the United King- 
dom.’ This proposal was challenged by the repre- 
sentatives of Poland and the Ukraine, who asked 
for inclusion of one or more Slav states, including 
the U.S.S.R.2 The United States indicated that 
perhaps neither it nor the U.S.S.R. need be repre- 
sented on the subcommittee, since the list proposed 
by the Chairman possessed a good balance. 

The Chairman was finally asked to prepare a 
list of 11 members of a “screening” subcommittee. 
The new list, which was adopted without objec- 
tion, included Brazil, Egypt, France, Haiti, India, 
New Zealand, Norway, Poland, U.S.S.R., United 
Kingdom, and the United States.*° An informal 
Venezuelan suggestion that the subcommittee ar- 
range to hear Italian views on the representative 
character of groups requesting a hearing was 


7U.N. doc. A/C.1/432. The Four-Power Commission 
of Investigation, whose report was available to all mem- 
bers of the Assembly, had, of course, made a considerable 
effort to consult local opinion in Libya, Eritrea, and 
former Italian Somaliland and had recorded its views on 
the trends of feeling in each territory. 

*U.N. doc. A/C.1/432/rev.1. 

5U.N. doe. A/C.1/434. 

*U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.242. 

™U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.240. 

5 Ibid. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.242. 
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called rather sharply into question by Ethiopia, 
* Haiti, and Pakistan. Disagreement on this point 
was resolved with the understanding that the sub- 
committee would be free to determine what evi- 
— it wished to hear and whom it should con- 
sult.*° 
A show of hands vote was then taken on the 
United Kingdom draft resolution as amended by 
France and Egypt. The proposal was adopted 
by 51 votes to 0, with 2 abstentions.” 


Opening Statements by the United States, United 
Kingdom, France, and the U.S.S.R. 


Between April 6 and 9, the delegates of each of 
the four powers which had labored long with the 
controversial problem made initial statements on 
the views of their respective governments. 

Mr. Dulles spoke for the United States on April 
6." He pointed out that the Assembly was exer- 
cising an authority “unique in the history of the 
United Nations.” The four powers had agreed 
in advance to be bound by the Assembly’s recom- 
mendations. Accordingly, the Assembly would 
in effect be a “supreme legislative authority” on 
this issue. He emphasized the baffling nature of 
the problem, referred to changes in the positions 
of the four powers during their efforts to reach 
a solution, and described reference of the question 
to the Assembly as “an act of faith in the United 
Nations.” 

The interests of the inhabitants and of peace 
and security, principles laid down in the Ital- 
ian peace treaty and certainly in the Charter, were 
governing. The United States had concluded 
that Libya should be placed on the road to early 
independence under the trusteeship of a state or 
states able to promote such independence and to 
assure that the territory play its part in the main- 
tenance of international peace and security. The 
United States favored British administration 
under trusteeship for Cyrenaica (eastern part of 
Libya) in any case, whether the Assembly dealt 
with Libya as a whole or in part. The British 
had given concrete evidence of their ability to 
guide non-self-governing peoples toward in- 
dependence. 

With respect to Eritrea, much less advanced 
toward self-government, Mr. Dulles pointed to the 
close affinity of much of that area with the neigh- 
boring Ethiopian people. Because of this affinity, 
because of the legitimate desire of Ethiopia for 
direct access to the sea, and because of the 
demonstrated relationship of eastern Eritrea in 
the past to the maintenance of international peace 
and security, the United States believed that the 
eastern part, including Massawa and Asmara, 
might be incorporated into Ethiopia. Provision 
could be made for the appropriate protection of 
Italian and other minorities. The western 


*” Thid. 
7 U.N. doc. A/C.1/435. 
* BULLETIN of Apr. 17, 1949, p. 484. 
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province, closely connected with the people of 
Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, should folie its hae 
rovided for separately. As for Italian Somalj. 
and, where progress toward independence or gelf. 
government would require a long period of guid. 
ance, the United States believed that Italy coulq 
well be entrusted with the administration under 
the trusteeship system. Despite excesses of the 
ast, Italy had rewon its democratic and peace. 
oving character, and the Italian people mal ap- 
propriately be afforded opportunity to participate 
constructively in the development of a part of 
Africa in cooperation with the native peoples, 

A statement of France’s views was given on 
April 7 by M. Chauvel, who reviewed briefly the 
history of the issue since the end of the war. He 
stressed the importance of an early settlement be- 
cause provisional military administration was 
satisfactory neither to the inhabitants nor to the 
occupying powers. He held that Somaliland 
was poor and politically backward; Eritrea had q 
Coptic and Moslem population; and that Cyre- 
naica, Tripolitania, and the Fezzan constituted 
distinct regions of Libya none of which yet quali- 
fied for self-government. Administration of all 
of these territories under trusteeship had been 
favored generally by the four powers after their 
study of the matter, allowing for a varying view 
on the transfer of Eritrean territory to Ethiopia. 
France did not believe that either a direct United 
Nations trusteeship (as proposed by the United 
States in 1945 and by the Soviet Union just prior 
to the third session of the Assembly) nor a col- 
lective trusteeship in the hands of several states 
would provide a workable or effective administra- 
tion. In the case of a direct United Nations trus- 
teeship, even if a capable administrator were 
chosen, he could not depend on adequate financial 
resources from the United Nations budget to meet 
local development needs. 

M. Chauvel said that France continued to be- 
lieve that Italy was qualified to assume the 
responsibility for trusteeship even though she was 
not a member of the United Nations. Although 
Ethiopia had a right to reparations for past Italian 
injustices and to guaranties for the future, the new 
Italian Republic would know how to act in a spirit 
of democracy and progress, and its administra- 
tion would be under the over-all scrutiny of the 
United Nations.” 

Mr. McNeil (United Kingdom) regretted that 
the French view did not coincide with that of the 
British Government. Britain, he said, had ad- 
ministered the East African territories since 1941 
and all of Libya except for the Fezzan since 1943, 
and had carried a substantial deficit for those terri- 
tories. Provisional military administration un- 
der the restrictions of the Hague convention had 
not hitherto been able to take important and needed 
steps of any far-reaching economic or political 
character in the territories. Mr. McNeil was re- 


*U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 239, 
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ferring to the restrictions imposed upon a military 
occupant under the Hague Regulations Respecting 
the Law and Customs of War on Land (1907). 

He maintained that the problems and stages of 
development of the territories were so different 
that each should be dealt with as a separate entity, 
not in terms of a common solution. Although 
a unified Libya was a legitimate objective, 
its inhabited parts were widely separated and 
it actually had three separate administrations. If 
it were proposed that France be granted certain 
rights in the Fezzan, the British would support 
the proposal. For Cyrenaica, there was the stand- 
ing pledge to the Senussi, who had fought beside 
the British, that they would not again come under 
Italian rule. This position implied no hostility 
toward Italian claims. If Britain were asked to 
administer Cyrenaica and prepare its peoples for 
early independence, it would faithfully doso. The 
relationship was such that, if trusteeship were felt 
desirable for that area, and Britain felt that it was, 
the Cyrenaicans would naturally look to Great 
Britain as the logical trustee. In such case, the 
United Kingdom would maintain contact with 
other parties in Libya looking toward eventual 
unity. 

rv for Tripolitania, the British had no desire 
to retain administrative functions. Substantial 
reforms were needed but were difficult under the 
current “restrictive” regime. The United King- 
dom favored the transfer of edstern Eritrea to 
Ethiopia not only because this should benefit the 
inhabitants but because Ethiopia deserved com- 
pensation. The peoples of the a 
Moslem western province would expect some dif- 
ferent arrangement. Finally, the United King- 
dom agreed that Italian Somaliland was not ready 
for independence and that Italy might appro- 
priately be asked to assume trusteeship there. 

Mr. Gromyko (U.S.S.R.) spoke on April9. He 
began by trying to demonstrate that a solution 
among the four powers, in the 3 years during 
which they considered the problem, had been 
thwarted by the United Kingdom and the United 
States. According to Mr. Gromyko, the U.S.S.R., 
throughout the four-power negotiations, had con- 
sistently sought to achieve agreement by making 
concessions to the points of view of the other dele- 
gations. It had, however, never been able to ac- 
cept British proposals which would further 
strengthen the quasi monopolistic position of the 
United Kingdom in the Mediterranean and the 
Red Sea area. After the decision that a year 
should be allowed for four-power agreement after 
the Italian treaty came into force, and that other- 
wise the matter would be subject to General As- 
sembly decision, the three Western powers, Mr. 
Gromyko charged, had tried to drag out discus- 
sions, feeling sure that their wishes would obtain 
majority support in the Assembly. When the 
year’s deadline was approaching, the U.S.S.R. had 
made a last effort to obtain agreement by prompt- 
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ing a meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers, 
September 13-15, 1948. This was not, in the So- 
viet view, a meeting of the Council, because some 
of the other governments had not sent their For- 
eign Ministers..* Nevertheless, he said, further 
Soviet proposals had been submitted, first for 
Italian trusteeship in each territory and then for 
direct United Nations trusteeship along the lines 
of the original American soimandiel 1945.% Lack 
of agreement stemmed, said Mr. Gromyko, from 
the attitude of the three Western powers that Ital- 
ian Somaliland should be given separate treat- 
ment, and from the British pretensions to a spe- 
cial position in Cyrenaica and Tripolitania. 

Mr. Gromyko asserted that the British and 
American delegates in Committee I had, in their 
opening statements, been deliberately vague as to 
Tripolitania and the western part of Eritrea; 
hence, he assumed, there must be some private 
agreement between their governments to leave 
those areas under British control which, he said, 
amounted to United States control. 

The Soviet delegate then charged that British 
administration had depressed the economic life 
of the territories, had kept the peoples from 
self-development, and had taken out quanti- 
ties of factory equipment and other resources. 
French administration in the Fezzan was similarly 
criticized. In essence, Mr. Gromyko charged that 
the Western powers were seeking to transform the 
African territories into “strategic military bases” 
for the United States and the United Kingdom, 
aimed against the U.S.S.R. 

After a self-righteous portrayal of the Soviet 
Union as the great friend of non-self-governing 
peoples, the Soviet representative concluded by 
presenting “suggestions” for direct United Na- 
tions trusteeship over all the former Italian colo- 
nies.“ For each of the three territories, an ad- 
ministrator would be appointed by the Trusteeship 
Council and would be assisted by an Advisory 
Council, including representatives of the United 
Kingdom, U.S.S.R., France, Italy, and the United 
States, who would select two representatives of the 
European and indigenous residents of each terri- 
tory to serve on such Councils. Provision would 
be made for the independence of Libya and Eritrea 
after 10 years, but no date would be set for the 


* The Western powers were agreed that the meeting was 
that of the Council, since in each case, their representa- 
tives had full powers to act for their Foreign Ministers. 

* It may be noted that, at a time when the U.S. delega- 
tion was proposing direct U.N. trusteeship during the 
Crm discussions in 1945, the Soviet delegation was ap- 
proaching former Secretary Byrnes with a proposal that 
Britain, the U.S.S.R., and the U.S. each take over admin- 
istration of one of the colonies. Mr. Molotov privately 
told Mr. Byrnes that “the Soviet Union should take the 
place that is due it . . . and therefore should have bases 
in the Mediterranean for its merchant fleet.” See James 
F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly, Harper and Bros. 1947 pp. 
95-96. Apparently the U.S.S.R. was not so sensitive about 
mentioning the strategic and security importance of Libya 
in the Crm as in the General Assembly. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.240. 
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grant of independence to Italian Somaliland. In 
the case of Eritrea, Ethiopia would be granted a 
territorial concession providing an outlet to the 
sea through the port of Assab."" 

Mr. McNeil (United Kingdom) immediately 
protested that the U.S.S.R. was making un- 
warranted propaganda charges and called for a 
more constructive spirit. He pointed out that it 
was rather extraordinary that the U.SS.R. 
should claim that each of its changes in position 
since 1945 was in the interest of promoting agree- 
ment while attributing less me! motives to the 
other three powers. Denying the charges of im- 
perialistic exploitation of the former colonies b 
the British military administration, Mr. McNeil 
admitted that pment had been removed from 
Eritrea and Italian Somaliland, during the war 
and in order to aid in mounting an offensive 
against the Axis in the Middle East. He did not 
doubt that the Soviet Union had done the same in 
certain parts of Europe during the fighting. 
Moreover, the United Kingdom had been carrying 
the deficits of these areas. He pointed out that its 
efforts to improve native agriculture had been 
largely handicapped by drought in North Africa. 


initial Italian Statement 


At the 241st meeting of the Committee on April 
11, Italy’s Foreign Minister, Count Sforza, pre- 
sented his government’s views. He scnetalens 
that the problem was most complicated and that it 
involved the reawakening of the peoples of Asia 
and Africa. Recalling the wthewall 2 of the Italian 
people for democracy and the principle of na- 
erg 4 in the nineteenth century, he pointed out 
that, after the tragic interlude of Fascism, Ital 
had returned to her democratic heritage. He felt 
that the new Republic should not be punished for 
the wane of a vanished dictator. Though unfor- 
tunately his country had not yet gained admission 
to the world organization, most members had 
shown their conviction that it ought to be admitted. 
It should follow that Italy be considered quali- 
fied to take part in guiding the African peoples 
toward independence and self-development. Italy, 
“a country of peasants and artisans devoid of an 
racial prejudice,” would faithfully discharge toe 
responsibilities entrusted to it and could render 
considerable technical and other assistance of the 
type required.* 

Count Sforza remarked that broad sentiment 
seemed to exist in favor of Italy’s trusteeship for 
Italian Somaliland. Libya, he felt, should be- 
come “one of the pivots of our friendly coopera- 
tion with the Arab States.” Administrative re- 
sponsibility in Tripolitania would enable his coun- 
try to help shoulder the burden, which it regarded 
as a duty, involved in developing the former col- 
onies toward independence. The Libyan problem 


"UN. doc. A/C.1/483. 
* U.N. doc. A/C. 1/SR. 241. 
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needed to be settled in its entirety. It need not be 
feared that the natives of Tripolitania would resist 
Italian administration. Disturbances there since 
the war had not been directed against the Italians 
who lived on friendly terms with the Arabs. The 
elections at Tripoli in January had given eviden 
he claimed, of substantial sympathetic feeling to. 
ward Italy. 

Eritrea, Count Sforza maintained, had never 
been part of Ethiopia, and annexation by the lat. 
ter would place too heavy a burden on Ethiopia, 
resulting in a decline in Eritrea’s economy and in 
discouraging the contribution of the Italian com. 
munity. Ethiopian security, while important, 
could be otherwise assured. Italy requested ad- 
ministrative responsibility in Eritrea in the gen- 
eral interest, and believed Ethiopia shoul be 
given access to the sea through Assab. 

In conclusion, Count Sforza maintained that 
the problem should be solved, not on the basis of 
annexation or partitions for reasons of military se- 
curity, but through reaffirmation of the principles 
of collective security and of loyal international 
cooperation. Count Sforza felt that Ethiopia 
would have no ground to fear for her security if 
Italy were to administer Eritrea under United 
Nations supervision. He also cited the new “con- 
structive and creative spirit of Europe,” to which 
Italy was contributing and which could augur well 
for the development of African peoples.’® 


Ethiopia’s Attitude 
Aklilou Abte Wold (Ethiopia 


explained his 
country’ 


s position on April 7 and 11, before and 
after the statement by Count Sforza. In his first 
speech, the Ethiopian delegate asserted that his 
country was vitally interested, on economic, social 
and security grounds, in the disposition of Eri- 


trea and Somaliland. The Assembly’s decision on 


the whole problem was of crucial importance for 
the peoples of the Middle East and of Africa. As 
far as Ethiopia was concerned, he insisted, pre- 
Fascist Italy had, by its policies in the late nine- 
teenth century, paved the way for the Fascist in- 
vasion of Ethiopia in 1935-36. Italian expansion 
into Eritrea had always been resisted by Ethiopia 
to which Eritrea was naturally connected by race, 
religion, language, and culture. Union of the two 
territories would be the right solution. Already 
a number of Eritreans were serving in the Ethi- 
opian administrative system,” and Eritrea’s im- 
ports came chiefly from Ethiopia. In addition, 
northern Ethiopia’s chief sea outlet was through 
the port of Massawa. Prior to Italy’s invasion of 
Ethiopia, said Mr. Wold, there had never been 
more than 5 thousand Italian settlers in Eritrea. 
If that territory were transferred to his country, 


* Toid. 
* Mr. Wold claimed that as high as 10 percent of the 
officials in the Ethiopian administration were Eritreans. 
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Ethiopia was ready to assure them all appropriate 
civil, cultural, and legal rights.” 

Replying to Count Sforza, Mr. Wold challenged 
the former’s statement that Eritrea had never been 
a part of Ethiopia, and cited a provision of a Brit- 
ish treaty of 1884 with his country as evidence that 
union had existed. Mr. Wold claimed that 50 
years of Italian rule had not changed the back- 
ward condition of Eritrea, except for the “show- 
windows” of Massawa and Asmara. As evidence 
of this he referred to the Four Power Commis- 
sion’s report, and held that 90 percent of the people 
of the territory opposed Italy’s return in any form. 
Mr. Wold wondered how Italy, a country itself 
requiring outside economic aid, would provide the 
assistance needed for Eritrea’s development, as 
the territory was distinctly a deficit area. He 
then reverted to the theme that if Italy were again 
to be placed “on both sides of his country,” Ethi- 
opia would feel threatened and would have to do 
something about it.” 


Latin American Views 


Between April 7 and 21, most of the Latin 
American states, at varying length, explained 
their positions. Throughout the entire debate 
Messrs. Arce (Argentina), Belaunde (Peru), an 
Santa Cruz (Chile) took a particularly active part. 
The Latin American spokesmen, with the excep- 
tion of Mr. St. Lot (Haiti), appealed for gener- 
osity toward a redeemed Italy, and favored the 
establishment of trusteeship for most of the terri- 
tories involved, with Italy generally as the admin- 
istering power, alone or in conjunction with others. 
Within that general context, differing views were 
expressed as to particular details. 

The Brazilian view, as stated by Mr. Muniz, 
was that individual trusteeships for the terri- 
tories would be best, and that Italy was particu- 
larly qualified. However, British and French 
concern with Cyrenaica and the Fezzan, respec- 
tively, should be considered, as well as Ethiopia’s 
need for an outlet to the sea.2* Mr. Castro (Uru- 
guay) made a rather general statement, calling 
for a just decision which would not neglect Italy’s 
cooperation and capacity. 

For Argentina, Mr. Arce scored the role of una- 
nimity which had blocked four-power agreement 
on the colonies and had severely handicapped the 
Security Council. He emphasized the freedom 
of decision on this and other questions enjoyed 
by the General Assembly. Believing independ- 
ence for the territories was not feasible, Argen- 
tina favored Italian trusteeship for Libya, Somali- 


* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.239. 

2 U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 242. Mr. Wold also decried the 
presence on the Italian delegation of a man who had been 
Governor of Ethiopia in 1987 when excesses were being 
committed. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 239. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 241. 
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land, and northern Eritrea*® since democratic 
Italy would know how to develop the lands and 
guide the peoples toward independence. South- 
ern Eritrea with an outlet to the sea could be 
transferred to Ethiopia, with a joint Italo-Ethi- 
— boundary commission assisted by a United 
ations mediator to draw the frontiers. The 
Peruvian delegate, Mr. Belaunde, paid special 
tribute to the colonizing talents of the Italian 
people, and called for harmonizing the interests of 
Italy, Britain, France, and Ethiopia in a manner 
consistent with the welfare of the local popula- 
tions. Although favoring transfer of a zone of 
Eritrea to Ethiopia with an outlet to the sea, 
Peru felt that the rest of the territory, including 
Asmara and Massawa, with their Italian minori- 
ties, should be placed under Italian trusteeship. 
Tripolitania might also be placed under Italian 
trusteeship. Mr. Belaunde referred more gen- 
erally to the British and French interest in the 
other parts of Libya—Cyrenaica and the Fezzan.* 
In a statement of Colombia’s view, Mr. Zuleta ad- 
vanced ideas similar to those of Argentina and 
Peru. Like them, he asserted that a solution of 
the whole problem should be reached at one time. 
Cuba’s representative, Mr. Alvarez, lauded the 
principle of having the General Assembly settle 
difficult international problems by a majority vote, 
The interests of the native inbabitante, e in- 
sisted, were paramount, and the Italians must ad- 
just to the new situation. Cuba advocated a joint 
trusteeship under Britain, France, and Italy for 
the western part of Eritrea®’ and in other re- 
spects siento’ to the position of Peru.” 
Chilean representative, Mr. Santa Cruz, be- 
lieved that special attention must be given to im- 
proving the standard of living in the former 
colonies. The problem should be viewed as part 
of the over-all need for the economic develop- 
ment of non-self-governing territories in Africa 
in order to assure social progress. The Assembly 
should take this need especially into account in 
its resolution. With reasonable adjustment to 
Ethiopia’s claims to part of Eritrea and to the 
logical position of Britain in Cyrenaica, the 
Chilean delegation believed Italy should be chosen 
to administer the territories.” The Paraguayan 
delegate, Mr. Acosta, favored French administra- 
tion for the Fezzan, and British administration 
for Cyrenaica; in other respects he favored Italian 


** Some delegations, notably those from Latin American 
states, spoke of northern and southern Eritrea ; generally 
speaking such references applied to what the United 
States and other delegations termed western and eastern 
Eritrea, respectively. The eastern (southern) part is 
that including the plateau inhabited by Coptic Christians, 
and the towns of Assab, Asmara, and Massawa. 

U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.241. 

"In defining the western part of Eritrea, the Cuban 
delegate included “the Moslem province and the cities of 
Asmara and Massawa.” 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.242. 

” U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.243. 
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administration. He was prepared to accept post- 
ponement of a decision if that were in the best 
interests of peace and security.” 

The Dominican Republic spokesman, Mr. 
Urena, suggested the establishment of a well- 
defined advisory body, including representatives 
of the inhabitants, to assist the Trusteeship Coun- 
cil in its supervision of Italian administration of 
Tripolitania.** Mr. Stolk (Venezuela) favored 
Italian trusteeship in part of Eritrea and in 
Somaliland, and thought that consideration 
should be given to Italy and France as adthinis- 
trators of Tripolitania and the Fezzan, as well as 
to British administration in Cyrenaica. He 
stressed the interests and wishes of the local peo- 
ples in working out a settlement.” 

The delegates of El Salvador, Bolivia, Guate- 
mala, Panama, Ecuador, Honduras, and Costa 
Rica expressed broadly similar views during the 
initial debate.* 


Attitudes of India and Pakistan 


The representatives of Pakistan and of India 
indicated support for the principle of direct 
United Nations administration of the territories 
in their statements of April 18. Both showed 
some interest in the Soviet proposal for such an 
arrangement, but each had specific changes in 
mind as to details. 

For Pakistan, Sir Zafrullah Khan deprecated 
the idea of a piecemeal settlement and declared 
that, paying heed to the wishes of the populations, 
the main objective was complete independence of 
all of the territories as soon as possible. Libya, 
he maintained, needed only a short period of prep- 
aration for independence and could be placed 
under United Nations administration for 5 years. 
Ethiopia’s claim for a part of Eritrea should be 
met within proper limits, and the remainder of 
Eritrea, if substantial in size, might require trus- 
teeship. France, Ethiopia, and the United King- 
dom, he thought, should pledge the attainment of 
a united and independent Somaliland to right the 
ancient wrong of the division of Somali tribes 
under foreign rule.** Somaliland should become 
independent in 10 years. Sir Zafrullah believed 


U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.244. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.244. To some extent, at least, 
this idea was drawn on, so far as Tripolitania was con- 
cerned, in the draft resolution later developed by a sub- 
committee, and adopted by Committee I. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.244. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.245, 246, and 248. Costa Rica’s 
representative, Mr. Canas, favored maintaining the “es- 
sential unity of Libya under an Italian trusteeship of 
limited duration,” if generally acceptable to the inhabit- 
ants; otherwise he could agree to a limited British trus- 
teeship for Cyrenaica. 

“Sir Zafrullah indicated that the presence of Somalis 
in the Ogaden province of Ethiopia as well as in French 
and British Somaliland, and in the frontier sections of 
Kenya, should thus be kept in mind in planning the dis- 
position of former Italian Somaliland. 
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an advisory committee of nine, to assist the 
United Nations administrator in each territory 
would be desirable. As for possible Security 
Council supervision of strategic points in the terri. 
tories, Pakistan could agree — that, for 
such purpose, it be understood that the Security 
Council would set aside the use of the veto. In 
general, the Pakistan statement was weighted with 
sharp criticism of Italy’s past record and with 
stress on the opposition to that country’s return 
which might be expected from the inhabitants, 
In lower key, Sir Zafrullah also spoke slightingl 

of progress toward independence in French North 
African territories.” 

India’s view, as stated by Mr. Setalvad, was that 
the wishes and needs of the inhabitants should 
heavily outweigh strategic considerations or the 
interests of certain European states. 

Since the Four Power Commission had revealed 
that the inhabitants were not ready for independ- 
ence, a direct United Nations trusteeship would 
best. serve their interests and help them attain 
early independence. Mr. Setalvad then outlined 
a number of points which, he said, could be worked 
out by the Assembly’s Fourth Committee (Trus- 
teeship Affairs) if the Assembly adopted the 
principle of direct United Nations trusteeship for 
the territories. These points included provision 
for (a) appointment by the Trusteeship Council 
of a Governor for each territory; (0) creation of 
a corps of international civil servants to provide 
some of the necessary administrative personnel; 
(c) transfer of authority from the existing ad- 
ministrations to the United Nations after a short 

eriod; (d) establishment of a police force for 
cual defense and maintenance of law and order; 
(e) Advisory Councils made up of representa- 
tives of the inhabitants to assist the administra- 
tion in each territory and to take over pro- 
gressively more legislative and executive respon- 
sibility; (f) the holding of a plebiscite in each 
territory after from 10 to 20 years of trusteeship, 
to determine whether any of the territories wished 
independence or union with an adjacent area. 

In view of the Ethiopian position, Mr. Setalvad 
advocated an immediate plebiscite, under United 
Nations supervision, to determine whether the 
people of eastern Eritrea wished union with Ethi- 
opia. The Indian delegate recognized that his 
whole plan would involve extraordinary expend- 
itures by the United Nations, but he argued that 
the cause was worth the cost.” 


Additional Eastern European Views 


The delegates of Yugoslavia, Poland, the 
Ukrainian $.S.R., Czechoslovakia, and Byelo- 


*In comparison with the Soviet proposal for a seven- 
member Advisory Council, Pakistan favored two more, to 
be named by Egypt and one other Middle Eastern state. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 248. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.244. 
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russia, all adhered faithfully to the position of 
the Soviet Union. They joined in the latter’s 
charges of imperialism on the part of the Western 


powers which, they said, stood in contrast to the 
sound and wise —_ of the U.S.S.R. 

Mr. Vilfan (Yugoslavia) denied the fitness of 
Italy to administer my < the territories, claim- 
ing that she would subservient to Anglo- 
American military plans and that her treatment of 
the Slovene minority was not such as the peace 
treaty required.* Mr. Tarasenko (Ukraine) ac- 
cused Britain and the United States of scheming 
a new “colonial partition” based on military con- 
siderations and a desire for profits.** Poland’s 
spokesman, Mr. Katz-Suchy, deplored the failure 
of great power machinery to settle this and other 
postwar problems, blamed the so-called Western 
“aggressive bloc” for this failure, and vilified 
Britain’s record in the administration of dependent 
areas. The Polish delegate, who also vilified the 
United States, France, and Italy, concluded that 
the Soviet proposals were best calculated to meet 
the interests of the local peoples. For Byelorus- 
sia, Mr. Kisselev joined in attacking the motives 
of the United States and Great Britain.*° Mr. 
Hoffmeister (Czechoslovakia) made a somewhat 
more moderate statement, not lacking in criticism 
of the supposed aims of the Western powers, in 
support of the U.S.S. R. position.” 


Arab States’ Views 


Mr. Khachaba (Egypt) addressed the Commit- 
tee on April 19 followed by Messrs. Dajani (Saudi 
Arabia) and Sawaidi (Iraq) on April 20. Ex- 
pressing special concern with the former colonies 
on grounds of neighborhood and friendship, Egypt 
asked for the independence and unity of Libya. 
During the Ottoman period, said the Egyptian 
representative, Libya had been autonomous, and 
its peoples had looked to Allied victory in the re- 
cent war as their road to freedom. If, neverthe- 
less, trusteeship were decided upon for Libya, 
Egypt felt strongly that it should be for a short 
period, that unity should be maintained, and that 
an Arab state should participate in the administra- 
tion. In connection with Libya, Egypt would 
claim the restoration of several small areas for 
economic and strategic reasons.* 

Egypt favored the transfer to Ethiopia of that 
part of Eritrea forming part of the Ethiopian pla- 


* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.244. 

® Thid. The Ukrainian spokesman conveniently over- 
looked the fact that any administering authority would 
have to make a substantial financial outlay for the im- 
provement of conditions in the territories without prospect 
of financial returns. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.245. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.246. 

“These were: the Jaghub oasis, athwart two roads 
from Cyrenaica into Egypt; the desert plateau of Sollum 
and the town of Bardia; and the oases of Arcona and 
Karad in the Siwa area. U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.245, 
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teau and whose population favored such union. 
The remainder, Moslem inhabited, could logically 
be added to the Sudan. For Somaliland, Eaypt 
favored a single-power trusteeship leading to in- 
dependence. Mr. Khachaba did not suggest an 
appropriate state to fill that role. 

The representative of Saudi Arabia, Mr. Da- 
jani, noted that, according to the Four Power 
Commission’s report, the territories were not yet 
ready for independence. He questioned such a 
judgment with respect to Libya. He did not wish 
to see a repetition of the rivalry of various powers 
for mandates, as after the First World War. 
Probably it would be best to apply the trusteeship 
system, but for a fixed period of time, with inde- 

endence the stated goal and with the administer- 
ing power to be selected on the basis of the wishes 
of the inhabitants. Like Egypt, Saudi Arabia 
stressed the maintenance of the unity of Libya and 
could not understand an argument put forward by 
France that the three parts of Libya were quite 
separate. Mr. Dajani did not comment directly 
on Eritrea or Somaliland.“ 

Mr. Sawaidi of Iraq, reemphasized the idea of 
Libyan unity and maintained that trusteeship, 
where applied, should be transitory and should not 
be used as a basis for various powers to retain con- 
trol in territories under their administration. 
With respect to Eritrea and Somaliland, he ex- 
pressed views similar to those of Egypt. 


South African and Australian Positions 


In contrast to the rigid identity of views mani- 
fested by the Eastern European states, two British 
Dominions, South Africa, and Australia, ap- 
proached the matter from somewhat different 
points of view. 

Asserting his country’s special interest in the 
problem as an African matter, Mr. Andrews 
(Union of South Africa) believed that a stable 
and secure settlement required individual trustee- 
ship. He favored giving Britain responsibility 
in Cyrenaica, France in the Fezzan, and Italy in 
Tripolitania, Eritrea, and Somaliland, with an 
Eritrean port to be ceded to Ethiopia. South 
Africa believed that administration by several 
~— led only to friction, while direct United 

ations administration raised serious problems of 
authority and financial support. Although Libya 
was more nearly ready for independence than the 
other territories, the future was too uncertain to 
fix a time limit on trusteeship.* 

Mr. Hood (Australia) felt that unless, after 
further consideration, substantial agreement 
could be reached, it might be advisable to establish 
the Assembly’s own special commission to review 
all relevant factors and to report with recommen- 


“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.245. 
“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.246. 
* Ibid. 
“ Ibid. 
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dations in the fall. Such a commission could 
visit the respective territories and prepare a satis- 
factory basis for Assembly action. Australia pre- 
ferred a comprehensive solution based on the needs 
of the inhabitants and on the reasonable interests 
of certain states but was not prepared to state her 
definite views on each territory. 


Other Views 


The Belgian and Netherlands delegates favored 
individual trusteeship arrangements, taking into 
account Italy’s experience and capacity and Ethi- 
opia’s special claims to part of Eritrea. Both felt 
that the United Kingdom could appropriately be 
responsible in Cyrenaica, and France in the Fez- 
zan.*? Liberia and Burma were opposed to vest- 
ing Italy with trusteeship responsibility for any 
of the territories. Both felt special recognition 
of Ethiopia’s claims in Eritrea was called for. 
Mr. Cooper (Liberia) prefered direct United Na- 
tions administration generally, but could accept 
a short-term British trusteeship in Cyrenaica and 
temporary British administration of the rest of 
Libya and Somaliland until a final settlement 
there would be reached. Mr. So Nyun (Burma) 
also favored direct United Nations administra- 
tion except, possibly, in the case of Libya which 
seemed ready for independence and should not 
have its unity impaired. Colonialism and “frus- 
trated nationalism,” he remarked, must not be al- 
lowed to cause the same kind of trouble in Africa 
as they had unfortunately engendered in the 
East. 

Turkey, said Mr. Ussakligil, would have pre- 
ferred immediate independence for the territories 
but conceded that transitional trusteeships could 
be of benefit. The United Kingdom could be 
given a 5- to 10-year trusteeship for Cyrenaica, and 
regenerated Italy given responsibility in Italian 
Somaliland. After reuniting a proper section 
of Eritrea with Ethiopia, the remaining portions 


of Eritrea and Libya should be administered pro- — 


visionally by a state with means and the demo- 
cratic ideals needed to promote independence.” 
China, on the other wos | hoped that, save for a 
portion of Eritrea which Ethiopia should have, the 
remaining territories might come under direct 
United Nations administration. Five years should 
suffice to bring Libya to independence, and 
the General Assembly should review the progress 
of Eritrea and Somaliland toward independence 
after 5 and 10 years respectively. The Chinese 
delegate, Mr. Koo, contended that article 77, para- 
graph 1 (b) of the Charter was designed to meet 
such a case as that of the former Italian colonies.™ 
China had been active at San Francisco in seeing 
that article 81 of the Charter included provision 
that “the Organization itself” could be the ad- 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.244 and 245. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.245. 


“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.246. 
"U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.244. 
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ministering authority for trust territories. Mp 
Koo was not ready to admit that financial anq 
administrative problems peculiar to a United Na. 
tions trusteeship could not be satisfactorily met,® 


First Hearings of Representatives of the Inhabitants; 


Sub-Committee 14,°* which had been establisheg 
on April 11 to “screen” organizations and groups 
claiming to represent substantial sectors of 
opinion in the various territories, recommended 
initially that the representatives of three such 
groups be heard directly by the First Committee, 
These were: the Moslem League of Eritrea, the 
New Eritrea Pro-Italia Party, and the Somalj 
Youth League. On April 20 and 21 the spokes. 
men for these groups were invited to the Com- 
mittee table to make statements and answer ques- 
tions.™ 

The spokesman for the Moslem League of Eri- 
trea ® maintained that Eritrea’s population was 
predominantly Moslem and that the remainder 
was not homogeneous. His group opposed the 
transfer of any part of Eritrea to Ethiopia whose 
need of a sea outlet could be served through Ji- 
buti.* This group asked for an independent Eri- 
trea which would give all necessary guaranties to 
other nationals living there, such as the Italians, 
In reply to a Belgian inquiry, Sultan Ali said that 
if independence were not granted immediately, 
his group would wish trusteeship under the 
United Nations itself. 

The New Eritrea Pro-Italia Party ® claiming 
to represent all elements of the population de- 
clared itself opposed to any partitioning of the 
territory and favored Italian trusteeship pre; 
paratory to independence. His group, said Mo- 
hammed Abdulla, could not be taken into serious 
account at the time of the four-power investiga- 
tion because it had just been formed.” Denying 
that there were any Italians in his party, the 


* Under the general heading of article 77 which refers 
to the categories of territories to which trusteeship may 
apply, paragraph 1 (b) reads: “Territories which may be 
detached from enemy states as a result of the Second 
World War.” 

"U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.246. 

* Sub-Committee 14 is referred to as the “screening 
sub-committee.” Between Apr. 19 and May 2 it made 
five reports to Committee I, describing the various groups 
whose requests for hearings it had examined, and for- 
warding its recommendations for a hearing before Com- 
mittee I for the representatives of certain of those groups. 
See U.N. doc. A/C.1/439; U.N. doc. A/C.1/441, 442, and 
443 and A/C.1/445. 

™ At the 247th and 248th meetings. 

*Tbrahim Sultan Ali. 

“In French Somaliland. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.247. The Ethiopian delegate 
challenged Sultan Ali’s estimate of the proportion be- 
tween Moslem and non-Moslem residents of Eritrea. 

* Represented by Blatta Mohammed Abdulla. 

* He claimed a current membership of 400 thousand. 
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spokesman had no alternative other than Italian 
trusteeship to suggest. He emphasized the wide- 
spread use of Italian by the population as an 
important factor.” 

Mr. Issa (Somali Youth League) who was heard 
on April 21 claimed to npn the on gg 
majority of the people of Italian Somaliland. He 
said that administration by Italy would be com- 

letely ep BCA That country, he argued, 

ad forfeited all claim to return as the administer- 
ing power, because of 50 years of misrule and be- 
cause of the stipulation of the Italian peace treaty. 
An outlet for Italy’s surplus population never had 
been met and never a be yr immigration 
to Somaliland. Replying to a Liberian question, 
Mr. Issa said his people would offer physical re- 
sistance if Italy should return. He concluded by 
asking for any suitable trusteeship arrangement 
provided that Italy were excluded. He had in 
mind a trusteeship period of 10 years preparatory 
to independence.* 


Gromyko-Dulles Exchange 


At the conclusion of these first hearings, Mr. 
Gromyko (U.S.S.R.) spoke again and charged 
that military plans of the United States and the 
United Kingdom were causing difficulties for the 
General Assembly, as had been the case during the 
four-power discussions. He amplified previous 
charges of British maladministration and said 
that Italy’s interests could be properly met 
through participation in the Advisory Councils 
provided for in the U.S.S.R. proposal for United 
Nations administration. Again accusing Britain 
and the United States of seeking to gain control 
over the territories for dubious strategic reasons, 
he argued that the problem of cost involved in 
United Nations trusteeships need not prove in- 
soluble.® 

In reply Mr. Dulles (United States) pointed out 
that since the U.S.S.R. had not shared in the sacri- 
fices of the North African campaigns, it was hardly 
qualified to dismiss “the relevancy of this area to 
international peace and security.” He wondered 
when the Soviet Union would submit for the judg- 
ment of the United Nations the matter of settle- 
ment for certain areas which the Soviet army had 
overrun during the war. Until such time, it ill- 
behooved Mr. Gromyko to criticize the interna- 
tional approach of the Western powers. Since 
the United Nations had unfortunately become a 
“battle-ground for two different points of view,” 
the proposal for direct administration by the or- 
ganization, originally made by the United States 
in 1945, was not feasible. In addition, the United 
Nations budget would hardly be adequate for the 
purpose of financing such arrangements. Mr. 


© U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.247. 
“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.248. 
®U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.248., 
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Dulles pointed out that the world could easily 
distinguish those nations which wished to co- 
operate constructively in solving postwar prob- 
lems and those which did not. He decried Soviet 
insistence that others were obstructing a solution. 

At the 249th meeting (April 21) some further 
general discussion ia place. The representa- 
tive of France reviewed the history of the four- 
power negotiations so as to correct inaccuracies 
in the Soviet version.* Argentina and Peru re- 
stated their earlier positions and described the 
U.S.S.R. plan as unrealistic. Mr. McNeil (United 
Kingdom) replied vigorously to the Soviet asper- 
sions on his country’s administration of the terri- 
tories and promised to circulate a document givin 
details on the extent of the removal of industria 
equipment from Eritrea and Italian Somaliland 
during the war.® He cited sections of the Four 
Power Commission report giving definite figures 
on the deficit incurred by the British administra- 
tion in the various territories. He also felt that 
Britain’s colonial experience and record merited 
the confidence of the members. He observed that 
strategic factors in the North African picture were 

uite properly being considered in the world 
orum, although the U.S.S.R. had taken what it 
wanted in the way of bases, unilaterally, as in 
Lithuania.” 

After Poland’s representative had again casti- 
ated British colonial administration and the al- 
eged desire of the United States for world domi- 

nation, the Chairman proposed that the Commit- 
tee adjourn discussion of the problem a few days 
until hearings of additional groups of the inhabi- 
tants would be possible. The Committee agreed 
to this plan.” 

Five days later, on April 26, prior to the sec- 
ond stage of hearings for groups of the inhabi- 
tants, the Polish delegate attempted, on a point of 
order, to resurrect discussion of the execution of 
the two Greek trade unionists which he had sought 
to have considered at the 243d meeting. He was 
ruled out of order by the Chairman to the ac- 
companiment of protests from the representatives 
of Byelorussia and the Ukraine.® 

Mr. Tarchiani © then delivered a statement out- 
lining what Italy had been able to do in the past 
toward the improvement of conditions in the for- 
mer colonies. Before Fascism, he related, demo- 
cratic Italy had encouraged native participation 
in local assemblies and in the administration, had 


® U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.248. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.249. 

® This was duly circulated as a Working Paper, U.N. 
doc. A/C.1/W.9, on April 21. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.249. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.249. At this time the only pro- 
posals so far submitted were the U.S.S.R. “suggestions” 
(A/C.1/433) and the Uruguayan proposal for an 11-mem- 
ber subcommittee to prepare a draft resolution on all 
the territories for the First Committee’s consideration. 

*U.N. doc. A/C.1./SR.250. 

® Italian Ambassador to the United States. 
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advanced educational facilities, and had improved 

transportation and health conditions. Italian set- 

tlers had, even more recently, remained on 

friendly terms with the indigenous peoples. Italy, 

he said, was preparing constructive development 

eae in the hope that some of the territories might 
entrusted to her charge.” 

In reply to arguments that direct United Na- 
tions trusteeship would run into financial difficul- 
ties, Mr. Setalvad (India) claimed that a United 
Nations trusteeship might have to meet a deficit 
of only about 5.5 million dollars annually.” South 
Africa, on the other hand, suggested that it would 
be well to decide the question of single or multiple 
trusteeship and then determine the choice of ad- 
ministering powers. South Africa did not feel 
that the cession of an appreciable part of Eritrea 
to Ethiopia reflected the wishes of the inhabitants 
though it favored an Ethiopian outlet to the sea. 
It again urged a positive role for Italy, particu- 
larly in Tripolitania, and felt that if agreement 
could be reached on British administration in 
Cyrenaica, French in the Fezzan, and Italian in 
Italian Somaliland, it would then be possible to 
deal with Eritrea and Tripolitania where a posi- 
tive role for Italy seemed indicated.” 

In a lengthy speech, Mr. Asha (Syria) then 
argued Italy’s financial incapacity to carry the 
burden of administration and feared rivalry 
among Britain, France, and Italy if each were 
placed in charge of one of the territories. He sug- 
gested that Latin American delegations support- 
ing Italian desires were not aware of realities and 
that they were too distant to appreciate the feel- 
ing in Asia and the Middle East toward colonial- 
ism. Syria called for the earliest possible inde- 
pendence and unity of Libya.” 


Continued Hearings for Representatives 
of the Inhabitants 


At the recommendation of Sub-Committee 14, 
two additional spokesmen representing organiza- 
tions of the inhabitants appeared before Commit- 
tee I on the afternoon of April 26. These were 
Mr. Bairu (Unionist Party of Eritrea) and Mr. 
Shenaib (National Congress of Cyrenaica). Mr. 
Bairu claimed that since 1941 his party had fa- 
vored union with Ethiopia and had at that time 
been led to believe that the British would support 
such a solution. There were ethnic and linguistic 
reasons for such union. He claimed to represent 
700 thousand individuals. Mr. Bairu said many 
Moslems adhered to his party’s view. He sug- 
gested that the Pro-Italia Party was inspired 
from Rome and minimized the importance of the 
Moslem League and its anti-Ethiopian platform.” 


"U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.250. 
" Ibid. 
@ Ibid. 
* Ibid. 
“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 251. 


374 


Mr. Shenaib (of the Cyrenaican National Con. 
gress) cited the autonomy enjoyed by Cyrenaica 
uring its Ottoman period and charged Italy with 
oppression and decimation of the population. He 
recalled the aid proffered the British by the Emir 
Sayid Idris el Senussi, the Cyrenaican leader, dur. 
ing the critical campaigns of 1940 and claimed that 
that this gave rise to the clear desire for independ- 
ence. He deplored the continuance of military ad- 
ministration since the war but paid tribute to the 
atience and political maturity of the Cyrenaicans, 
n response to questions from the Belgian and Aus- 
tralian delegates, Mr. Shenaib said that Cyrenai- 
ca’s independence might be coupled with the unity 
of Libya, provided that the Tripolitanians would 
accept the rule of the Emir. His people, he said, 
would not at this stage accept trusteeship although 
they acknowledged the benevolent conduct of 
Great Britain. "They would, if necessary, resist 
the return of Italy by force.” 

Mr. Schukry, spokesman for the National 
Council for the Liberation of Libya, was heard 
on April 27. He appealed at once for unity and 
independence, asserting that separate regimes 
would be contrary to the wishes of the people. 
The people of Cyrenaica and Tripolitania were 
clearly opposed to the return of Italian rule, and 
it was regrettable that expression of the views of 
the people of the Fezzan had been discouraged 
by the French. If able to express their wishes, he 
believed that the Fezzanese too would claim in- 
dependence and unity for Libya. Mr. Schukry 
challenged Italy’s claim to have advanced the 
well-being of African peoples and denied that the 
recent municipal elections in Tripoli implied sup- 
port of Italy’s claims. He also asserted that the 
riots in 1948 in Tripoli were in fact directed 
against the Italian community. Italian improve- 
ments in Libya, he maintained, were solely for 
the benefit of Italian settlers. There had been 
only a few thousand of these, despite efforts to 
persuade more people to emigrate. In conclusion, 
Mr. Schukry said that the people of Libya were 
in favor of the rule of the Senussi Emir over a free 
and united Libya and that this was not a new 
attitude.” 

Replying to a question from the Philippine 
delegate, Mr. Schukry said that Libyans did not 
want any form of trusteeship, not even under the 
United Nations. They considered themselves 
ready for independence and would know how to 
obtain financial assistance on their own if neces- 
sary as many other independent countries were 
doing.” 

On April 28 and 29 Committee I listened to 
the representatives of five more groups recom- 
mended for hearings by Sub-Committee 14. Mr. 


Perlzweig (Jewish Community of Tripolitania) 


*™ U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 251. 
* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 252. 
™ Ibid. 
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ealed for guaranties in the Tripolitanian set- 
for the Jewish community and other mi- 
norities. The Jewish see yrs | sought no spe- 
cial privileges and desired to live on amicable 
terms with the Arabs but it had been subjected 
to violence and discrimination instigated, perhaps, 
from outside the country. He advocated no par- 
ticular form of administration, but asked that any 
new regime be required to protect equal rights, 
civil and religious, with some supervision of such 
matters by an international body.” 

Mr. Ciccolungo (National Association of Refu- 
gees from Libya and East Africa) claimed the 
status of “African citizens of Italian language” 
for the groups he represented.” He appealed for 
fair treatment of the Italian refugees from Africa 
who had worked constructively there in the past 
and wished to return. Their lands had been won 
by reclamation from the desert, he said, not taken 
from the Arabs. Fruitful cooperation between 
the former colonies and Italy, if the latter were 
to be given trusteeship responsibility generally, 
would benefit both the people of the territories 
and of Italy.* A somewhat similar statement 
was made by Mr. Sellabi (Association of Libyan 
Ex-Servicemen) who opposed a Libyan regime 
under the rule of the Senussi and praised Italy’s 
past contribution. He favored Italian trustee- 
ship for Libya, followed by early independence.™ 

Mr. Casciani (Italo-Eritrean Association) asked 
for the immediate independence of Eritrea. 
Although his group included Italian elements 
friendly towar thal, its members regarded Eri- 
trea as their homeland. Any division of Eritrea 
would injure the territory’s economy and cause 
social damage. Ethiopia’s need for an outlet to 
the sea could be met by the granting of free zones 
and did not require annexation of territory. If 
the Assembly could not agree on immediate in- 
dependence, then, said Mr. Casciani, Italian trust- 
teeship would be the next best solution. Partition 
in any case was to be avoided.” 

A combined group known as the Conference of 
Somaliland and the Progressive League of Mijer- 
tini presented its views through Mohadalle Mo- 
hamed. He maintained that the Somali Youth 
League heard earlier had misrepresented the 
wishes of the people. The Somali Conference 
claimed more than two-thirds support of the entire 
population. 

What was really needed, said Mohadalle Mo- 
hamed, was a period of guidance by a suitable 
European nation toward independence as an 
Islamic state and with opportunity for admission 
of Somalis to the administration as well as to 
higher institutions of learning. Italy was fitted, 
he said, to discharge such a trusteeship effectively 


*® U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.258. 
® Ibid. 
© Thid. 
* Thid. 
® Ibid. 
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app 
tlement 


and would be welcomed for that purpose by the 
eople.* 

All in all, Committee I had now given ear to 
the representatives of 12 groups claiming to speak 
for the peoples of the territories involved. In view 
of the conflicting claims regarding their follow- 
ing and their conflicting testimony as to proper 
disposition of the territories, it was indeed difficult 
for the Committee to reconcile all the views put 
forward. The next few days were spent in ex- 
ploring the ground with a view to developing a 
proposed solution which, if not perfect, might 
receive general support. 


Resumption of the General Debate 


Immediately following the hearings, the repre- 
sentative of the Philippines, Mr. Romulo, made a 
strong speech against the idea of single-power 
trusteeship. The inhabitants of Libya opposed 
the return of Italian rule, but Italy and Egypt 
could have a voice in the administration of that 
area by the United Nations through the Trustee- 
ship Council. The Philippines, he said, respected 
Latin culture and Italy’s democratic tradition, but 
could only wonder whether perhaps a “peaceful 
and democratic” Japan might not similarly some 
day request the restoration of Formosa, Okinawa, 
and Korea. The day for such moves was over, 
said Mr. Romulo, who reminded the Latin Ameri- 
can delegations the crusade for freedom of Simon 
Bolivar and José Rizal. The Haitian delegate 
endorsed Mr. Romulo’s views.** Peru, replying 
to Mr. Romulo, asserted that her position took ac- 
count of the interests of the inhabitants and rep- 
resented a step forward in line with the principle 
of independence.* 


lll. DRAFT RESOLUTIONS PUT FORWARD 


United Kingdom Draft 


After the Chairman had declared the end of 
the general debate, Mr. McNeil (United Kingdom) 
distributed a draft resolution on behalf of his 
delegation and outlined its provisions.” In brief, 
it proposed : 

(a) that Libya achieve independence after 10 years 
if the General Assembly then approved, with an interim 
period of advice and assistance under trusteeship; 

(b) that Cyrenaica, without prejudice to subsequent 
incorporation in a united Libya, be placed under trustee- 
ship with Britain as the administering power, the terms 
of trusteeship to be drawn by the Trusteeship Council 
and subject to later approval by the Assembly ; 


 T).N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 254. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.254. 

5 Tbhid. 

% Ibid. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/446, May 3, 1949. 
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(c) that Egypt, France, Italy, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States jointly develop a plan for submis- 
sion to the Fourth Assembly, for the application of trus- 
teeship to the rest of Libya, with attention to adminis- 
trative relationships with Cyrenaica ;* 

(d) that Eritrea, except for the western province, be 
incorporated into Ethiopia, under conditions providing 
guaranties for the protection of minorities in Asmara, 
Massawa, and elsewhere, and incorporation of the western 
province into the adjacent Sudan; 

(e) that Italian Somaliland be placed under trustee- 
ship with Italy as the administering authority ; 

(f) that the necessary agreements for putting into effect 
the recommendations on Eritrea and Somaliland be ne- 
gotiated, on behalf of the Assembly, by the Trusteeship 
Council. (on trusteeship matters) and the Interim Com- 
mittee (on nontrusteeship matters). 


Mr. Dulles (United States) expressed general 
support for the British draft and felt that it con- 
tained a practical basis for further study. He ob- 
served that it proposed, in the main, principles for 
settlement, not a final solution. The French rep- 
resentative, Couve de Murville, objected that the 
British draft did not provide a complete settlement 
and questioned its provisions on Eritrea and on 
Libya as a whole.™ 


Latin American Draft 


Padilla Nervo (Mexico) then presented a draft 
resolution in behalf of the Latin American delega- 
tions, in the interests of harmonizing views and 
promoting a fair settlement.” The draft pro- 
vided for: 


(a) Libya to obtain independence 10 years after the 
resolution was adopted if the Assembly then approved; 
meanwhile she would be placed under trusteeship with 
Egypt, France, Italy, the United Kingdom, and the United 
States who would jointly submit conclusions as to manner 
of trusteeship to the Fourth Assembly session; 

(b) Italian Somaliland to be placed under trusteeship 
after a similar study by Ethiopia, France, Italy, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States; 

(c) the same powers as those in the case of Somaliland 
to study and recommend appropriate trusteeship for Eri- 
trea, leading to independence, subject to the “just claims” 
of Ethiopia ; 

(d) agreements necessary to give effect to the foregoing 
recommendations to be submitted for subsequent approval 
by the General Assembly. 


Mr. Nervo noted that the Latin American draft 
avoided partitioning Eritrea and placed no par- 
ticular emphasis on the immediate form of govern- 
ment or final destiny of Cyrenaica. It provided a 


means for achieving a sound and over-all plan at 
the September session.” 


indian Draft 
On behalf of India, Mr. Setalvad next explained 


“The five states would also obtain the comments of 
the Trusteship Council on this particular problem. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.256. 

"U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.449, May 4, 1949. Co-sponsors 
were: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Uruguay, and Venezuela. 

"U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.256. 
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- delegation’s draft resolution. It provided 
or: 

(a) trusteeship for Libya and Somaliland, with the 
United Nations as the administering Authority, for a 
period of from 10 to 20 years, to be determined in each 
case by the General Assembly on the recommendation of 
the Trusteeship Council. Thereafter those territories 
would become independent or be joined with adjacent 
territories according to the inhabitants’ wishes as re. 
vealed through a plebiscite ; 

(b) the Fourth Committee,” in consultation with the 
Fifth Committee,” to prepare detailed proposals for the 
Assembly on appropriate means of administration by the 
United Nations and on how and when authority should 
be transferred from the existing administrations to that 
organization ; 

(c) the wishes of Eritrea’s people on the matter of 
union with Ethiopia to be ascertained through dispatch 
of a special commission which could hold a plebiscite or 
adopt other appropriate means, and which would report 
its finding on whether all “or any part” of Eritrea shoul 
be joined to Ethiopia; such commission would consist of 
7 members of different nationalities appointed to serve 
in their individual capacities by the Secretary-General; 

(d) the Fourth Committee to make its recommenda- 
tions to the Assembly on Libya and Somaliland by ~-____ 


ssipndeaecis , and the special commission for Eritrea to report 
to the Assembly in time for the next session. 


The Indian delegate maintained that the ad- 
ministrative and budgetary problem could be 
solved under India’s resolution, and that refer- 
ences to a lack of agreed direction in Trieste and 
Berlin were irrelevant since the Trusteeship Coun- 
cil acted by simple majority.® 


Australian Draft 


Australia then presented a draft, maintaining 
that agreement on a settlement at the present ses- 
sion appeared most unlikely. Mr. Hood felt that 
the Latin American draft amounted to postpone- 
ment of a real decision, but a vote even in principle 
at the present stage would be premature. Be- 
sides, the hearings of political groups of the in- 
habitants had not made clear the true wishes of 
the local peoples. On past experience of the 
United Nations with such matters, Australia pro- 
posed appointment of a 7-member Special Com- 
mittee to investigate thoroughly the affairs of any 
territories on which the Assembly failed to reach 
a decision and to report, with such proposals as 
it felt appropriate, to the Secretary-General by 
September 1, 1949.% Haiti immediately ex- 
pressed interest in the Australian draft, subject 
to minor changes.” 

The 257th meeting closed after Mr. Tarchiani 
(Italy) had observed that of the 12 local organiza- 


” U.N. doc. A/C.1/448 and Corr. 1. 

* On Trusteeship Affairs. 

“On Administrative and Budgetary Affairs. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.257. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/447 and A/C.1/SR.257. 

* Mr. St. Lot believed the Special Committee should not 
have to produce a report at the time of the fourth General 
Assembly. He also now believed that the matter of Ethi- 
opian claim’ to part of Eritrea might best be settled by 
a plebiscite. 
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-»< which had been heard, 6 had been in favor of 
Sooltine trusteeship while only 4 had strongly op- 
osed it, and of these, 3 wanted immediate inde- 
ndence. He cautioned against acceptance of 
the United Kingdom plan for dividing Eritrea as 
a dangerous precedent.” Mr. Ryckmans (Bel- 
gium) was not enthusiastic about any of the pro- 
osals advanced but was somewhat disposed 
toward the United Kingdom draft, if its defect in 
not providing for a simultaneous over-all settle- 
ment were remedied. He suggested amendment 
of the fourth paragraph in order to provide that 
the five-power study group for Libya present 
specific trusteeship agreements to the next 
Assembly.” 


iraqi Proposals 


When discussion was resumed by the Commit- 
tee on May 9, Mr. Muntaz (Iraq) strongly objected 
to any plan for the dismemberment of Libya or 
to any partition or diminution of Eritrean terri- 
tory without knowing the real wishes of the in- 
habitants. His delegation circulated three sepa- 
rate drafts dealing with Libya, Eritrea, and 
Italian Somaliland. For Libya immediate in- 
dependence would be granted. For Italian 
Somaliland, a 10-year period of trusteeship would 
be provided under the administration of five states 
with Egypt, France, Italy, the United Kingdom, 
and the United States to consider and propose 
suitable terms of trusteeship to the fourth General 
Assembly. For Eritrea, a five-nation commission 
would ascertain the “real wishes” of the inhabi- 
tants and report its findings to the next Assembly 
session.” 


Revised Soviet Draft 


Proclaiming devotion only to the lofty prin- 
ciples of the Charter, and again attributing base 
motives to the United States and Great Britain, 
Mr. Gromyko then presented his delegation’s re- 
vised proposal* which had been modified in an 
effort to make it more attractive to certain other 
delegations. As revised, the Soviet draft now 
called for direct United Nations trusteeship for 
Libya, Eritrea, and Somaliland, with independ- 
ence for the first two in 5 years and in 10 years for 
the latter. An administrator, appointed by the 


"U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.257. 

* Thid.. and U.N. doc. A/C.1/451 dated May 9. This 
change would be accomplished by insertion of the words 
“including the trusteeship agreements necessary to im- 
plement them,” after tne words “terms and conditions 
in the fourth paragraph of the United Kingdom draft. 

1ULN. doc. A/C.1/455, 456, and 457. 

*Mr. Wold of Ethiopia intervened in the discussion at 
this point to reassert that the majority of a large part of 
Eritrea clearly wished union with Ethiopia ; he deprecated 
any idea of an additional fact-finding commission on that 
point. He again emphasized the economic dependence of 

astern Eritrea upon Ethiopia. 
. * U.N. doe. A/C.1/SR.264. U.N. doe. A/C.1/433 rev. 1. 
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Trusteeship Council for each territory, would be 
assisted by an Advisory Council of 9 members, 6 
of them representatives of States and 3 representa- 
tives of the people of the territory.* A territorial 
concession would be made to provide Ethiopia 
with an outlet to the sea. Strategic points in all 
three areas, if so designated by the Council, would 
be administered by the latter. 

Mr. Gromyko asserted that the recruitment of 
necessary international personnel need not be 
difficult, and the “administrators” would have 
authority subject only to the Trusteeship Council 
where no veto power prevailed. 


Decision to Establish 
a Drafting Subcommittee 


After the Chinese and Australian delegates had 
commented on the various proposals before the 
Committee,’ Mr. Dulles( United States) stated his 
belief that the time had come to move toward find- 
ing some “common denominators” through ap- 
en of a subcommittee as earlier suggested 

y Uruguay. He urged the importance of making 
every effort to achieve substantial progress at the 
current session, since delay might carry real in- 
justice. He submitted a United States draft 
resolution * providing for a subcommittee of 15 
member states to consider the various proposals 
“which have been submitted or may be submitted 
to the Committee,” and to report with a draft 
resolution for the Committee’s consideration by 
noon of May 12. 

While the United States proposal was awaiting 
distribution, the Committee accorded a short final 
hearing to Mr. Rossi (Italo-Eritrean Association) 
and to Mr. Issa (Somali Youth League). The 
former made a renewed plea for the independence 
of Eritrea under the protection of Italy and an- 
other power to be named by the United Nations 
after verifying what second state would be agree- 
able to the inhabitants. Mr. Issa now asked for 
the immediate independence of Somaliland or a 
suitable trusteeship from which Italy would be 
excluded. 

Discussion then proceeded on the proposal for 


‘Thus Libya’s Advisory Council would have representa- 
tives of the United Kingdom, U.S.S.R., France, Italy, 
United States, and Egypt, plus 1 European and 2 Arab 
residents chosen by the 6 government members; the 6 for 
Eritrea would include the United Kingdom, U.S.S.R., 
France, Italy, United States, and Ethiopia and would 
choose 1 European resident and 2 indigenous representa- 
tives; the 6 for Somaliland would be the same as for 
Eritrea, with the same provision for inclusion of 3 resi- 
dents of the area. 

5 Mr. Koo now believed that the Latin American draft 
was appropriate, while Mr. Hood, in anticipation of post- 
ponement, renewed the suggestion for study between As- 
sembly sessions by a United Nations commission. 

*U.N. doe. A/C.1/SR.264: A/C.1/458, May 9. The 
United States draft pronosed the following membership: 
Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Chile, Denmark, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, France, India, Iraq, Mexico, Union of South 
Africa, U.S.S.R., United Kingdom, and the United States. 
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establishment of a drafting subcommittee.’ Uru- 
guay voiced support for the proposal. Mr. Tara- 
senko (Ukraine) objected that the procedure was 
“impracticable” and the Polish delegate agreed, 
complaining that the composition of the proposed 
subcommittee needed more representation from 
Eastern Europe. 

The representative of Czechoslovakia proposed 
that Poland be named to replace Chile. Mr. 
Gromyko described the proposal for a drafting 
subcommittee as a “maneuver” and the representa- 
tive of Byelorussia suggested that both Poland 
and Czechoslovakia be added.* Separate votes 
were taken on the proposal to add Poland 
and Czechoslovakia. The inclusion of Poland 
was adopted by 13 to 12, with 27 abstentions. The 
inclusion of Czechoslovakia was rejected by 8 to 
12, with 32 abstentions. Thus amended the 
United States proposal was adopted by 33 to 0, 
with 20 abstentions. The Committee had rounded 
out a solid month of debate on this issue.® 


iV. SUB-COMMITTEE 15 


The Sub-Committee met on May 10” elected L. 
Padilla Nervo (Mexico) as its chairman and Her- 
mond Lannung (Denmark) as its rapporteur and 
proceeded forthwith to consider the most desir- 
able approach with a view to finding a common 
denominator to the different proposals submitted 
in the First Committee. 

The representatives of Iraq felt that since there 
was a proposal to give Libya immediate independ- 
ence, the Sub-Committee’s consideration of Libya 
should be kept separate from its consideration of 
Eritrea and Somaliland where, in view of the 
draft resolutions, a common denominator existed 
already. To the representative of Argentina, the 
logical step to be followed by the Sub-Committee 
was to decide first whether or not the territories 
in question should be granted immediate inde- 
pendence; failing that, whether or not the system 
of trusteeship should be applied. Should the Sub- 
Committee fail to agree on these approaches, then 
the whole question of the disposal of the former 
Italian colonies would have to be postponed to 
the next session of the General Assembly. With 
this view the representatives of Brazil, Chile, 


"U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 264. 

*Ibid. At ‘this point Czechoslovakia withdrew its 
amendmend which called for the addition of Poland only. 

Ibid. 

*” Representatives on Sub-Committee 15 were: Mr. Arce 
(Argentina), Mr. Hood (Australia), Mr. Muniz (Brazil), 
Mr. Santa Cruz (Chile), Mr. Lannung (Denmark), Mr. 
Abdul Rahim (Egypt), Mr. Aklilou-Wold (Ethiopia), Mr. 
Burin des Roziers (France), Mr. Ina (India), Mr. Bakr 
(Iraq), Mr. Padilla Nervo (Mexico), Mr. Katz-Suchy 
(Poland), Mr. Jooste (Union of South Africa), Mr. Klimor 
(U.S.S.R.), Mr. Clutton (United Kingdom), and Mr. 
Dulles (United States). No formal minutes were kept 
of the meetings of this Sub-Committee. 
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Egypt, and India seemed to be in general agree. 
ment. 

The United States representative felt that the 
Sub-Committee should first decide whether the $0- 
lution would be separate for each territory or g 
comprehensive one. He was of the opinion that 
the representatives could not express their final 
views on any separate territory unless they knew 
of the over-all views regarding the total settle. 
ments. The Chairman, then, suggested that rep- 
resentatives could express their views on the sep- 
arate territories and would not be obliged to main. 
tain them unless they knew the over-all solution, 

The Chairman summed up this initial phase of 
the Sub-Committee’s discussion as follows: it was 
proposed to deal separately with each of the terri- 
tories concerned with a view to discussing the prin- 
ciple of immediate independence; should that 
prove unacceptable, the discussion could center on 
the principle of trusteeship either under the 
auspices of the United Nations or a collective or 
single trusteeship. In such an event, the repre- 
sentatives would then exchange views on a total 
solution. Should there be no agreement, post- 
ponement would then be indicated. He made it 
clear that the draft resolution, if one was agreed 
upon by the Sub-Committee, would in no way 
prejudice the right or position of any delegation 
in the First Committee. 


Libya 


At Brazil’s suggestion, the Sub-Committee pro- 
ceeded to deal with the territory of Libya. Iraq, 
supported by India, said that after listening to the 
representatives of the indigenous inhabitants of 
Libya, his delegation was of the view that the 
Libyan people were fit for immediate independ- 
ence. Support for this view was also expressed 
by Egypt. Although there seemed to be general 
agreement about the principle of independence for 
Libya, there was a considerable difference of 
opinion on whether that independence should be 
immediate or whether an interim period should 
be fixed. Argentina, Brazil, and the Union of 
South Africa favored an interim period since 
they felt the area was not ripe for immediate 
independence. To the Polish representative it 
was not sufficient to discuss the phrases immediate 
and interim periods in connection with the prin- 
ciple of independence without knowing what was 
meant by those two phrases. He was of the opin- 
ion that the Sub-Committee should try to estab- 
lish the shortest possible period and an interim 
administration, the nature of which would be most 
conducive to eventual independence. These two 
concepts, he contended, were fully covered by the 
U.S.S.R. proposal submitted in the First Commit- 
tee, both as to the time limit and the nature of the 
administration. 

The Chairman put to the vote the question 
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whether Libya should be granted immediate inde- 
ndence or independence after an interim period. 
here were 5 in favor of immediate independence, 
10 in favor of an interim period, with 1 absten- 
ion.” 

The Sub-Committee, at the suggestion of the 
Chairman, then discussed the nature of the in- 
terim period agreed upon; i. e., whether that 

riod should be covered by a United Nations, 
a collective, or separate trusteeship. The Egyp- 
tian representative preferred to settle the time 
limit question first and then consider the nature of 
the trusteeship, while the Polish representative 
felt the Sub-Committee was not empowered to dis- 
cuss proposals which were not before it. In the 
view of the representative of Argentina, the terms 
of reference of the Sub-Committee did not prevent 
it from discussing different solutions. Every 
representative on the Sub-Committee had the right 
to suggest whatever he deemed fit. The vote on the 

rinciple of direct United Nations administration 
for Libya was rejected by 2 in favor, 10 against, 
and 4 abstentions.’* 

Following the Sub-Committee’s vote rejecting 
the principle of United Nations administration for 
Libya, the representative of the United Kingdom 
stated that ever since his delegation presented its 
draft resolution in the First Committee, his gov- 
ernment had been considering the possibility of 
proposing suggestions that might be acceptable 
to the Latin American delegations. To this end 
his government had been conducting negotiations 
with a view to reconciling the Italian and the 
United Kingdom views. The United Kingdom 
representative assured the Sub-Committee that any 
agreement arrived by his government and that of 
Italy would in no way prejudice any resolution 
to be adopted by the General Assembly. He went 
on to suggest a global solution for Libya along the 
following lines: Cyrenaica should be administered 
by the United Kingdom; Fezzan should be ad- 
ministered by France; and Tripolitania should be 
administered by Italy as of 1951. In the mean- 
time the United Kingdom administering authori- 
ties in Tripolitania would be assisted by an Ad- 
visory Council composed of other powers includ- 
ing a representative of the local inhabitants. In 
addition, the three trust powers administering 
Libya would take administrative and coordinative 
steps so as not to prejudice eventual Libyan unity. 

The United Kingdom representative promised 
to circulate a paper embodying these views on the 
understanding that they would be mere suggestions 
and would in no way amount to a proposal. Both, 
the representative of the U.S.S.R. and of Iraq, 


“For immediate independence: Egypt, India, Iraq, Po- 
land, and U.S.S.R. For an interim period: Argentina, 
Brazil, Chile, Denmark, Ethiopia, France, Mexico, Union 
of South Africa, United Kingdom, United States. Ab- 
stention: Australia. 

* Report of Sub-Committee 15 to the First Committee 
(U.N. doc. A/C.1/466, 11 May 1949, p. 1.) 
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asserted that the Sub-Committee was exceeding its 
terms of reference in entertaining proposals con- 
taining new ideas. It was not a matter for the 
Sub-Committee but for the First Committee where 
all the members of the United Nations are repre- 
sented. The Iraqi suggestion that the Sub-Com- 
mittee adjourn in order to obtain the authoriza- 
tion of the First Committee on the United King- 
dom suggestion was, however, rejected by 4 votes 
in favor, 8 against, and 4 abstentions. 

The Uni Kingdom suggestions circulated in 
the Sub-Committee in its afternoon meeting of 
May 10 were as follows: 


that it should be agreed in principle that Libya be 
granted independence ten years from the date of the 
adoption of the resolution by the General Assembly, pro- 
vided that the General Assembly then decided that this 
step is appropriate. 


(a) Cyrenaica should, as already suggested in the 
United Kingdom resolution, without prejudice to its incor- 
poration in a United Libya, be placed under the Interna- 
tional Trusteeship System with the United Kingdom as 
the administering authority. 

(b) Fezzan should be placed under the International 
Trusteeship System with France as the administering 
authority, also without prejudice to its incorporation in a 
United Libya. 

(c) Tripolitania should, also without prejudice to its 
incorporation in a United Libya, be placed under the In- 
ternational Trusteeship System at the end of 1951 with 
Italy as the administering authority. 

During the interim period, the present British temporary 
administration should continue, but it is suggested that it 
should be assisted by an Advisory Council consisting of 
representatives of the United States, United Kingdom, 
France, Egypt (or another Arab State) and a representa- 
tive of the people of the territory. The scope and duties 
of the Advisory Council including its headquarters and 
the procedure for the transfer of the administration to 
Italy, should be determined by its members in consulta- 
tion with the administering authority. 

The powers charged with the administration of the 
three territories should take all necessary measures to 
promote the co-ordination of their activities in order that 
nothing should be done to prejudice the attainment of an 
independent Libyan State. The Trusteeship Council 
would be responsible for supervising the execution of this 
provision. 


Support for the United Kingdom sugges- 
tions on Libya was given by Chile, the 
Union of South Africa, and Brazil. The 
opposition was led by the Polish and Iraqi repre- 
sentatives who were joined by the representatives 
of the U.S.S.R. and Egypt. Particularly vehe- 
ment in opposing the United Kingdom suggestion 
was the Polish representative who referred to the 
United Kingdom s revised proposals reported in 
the morning’s press (the Bevin-Sforza agreement) 
as “bartering under the table,” and as a territorial 
deal which had been arrived at outside the United 
Nations. The Australian representative cau- 
tioned the Sub-Committee to move with care. 
The Danish representative wanted United King- 
dom administration for Cyrenaica and a joint 
United Kingdom, French, Italian, and Egyptian 
administration for the remaining part of Libya. 
The Iraqi representative reverted to his suggestion 
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that the views of the representatives of the popula- 
tions concerned should be ascertained before the 
Sub-Committee took a vote on the United King- 
dom suggestions, but the Chairman reminded the 
representative of Iraq that the representatives of 
the local population had already stated their views 
before the First Committee and that several dele- 
— had been guided by these views. Did the 

raqi representative intend to move that the Sub- 
Committee hold up the proceedings until the local 
representatives could be heard again, asked the 
Chairman. In that case he would put such a pro- 
posal to a vote. The representative of Iraq in- 
sisted that the representatives of the local popula- 
tion had not been consulted on the form of trustee- 
ship in case immediate independence were denied, 
whereupon the Chairman put the Iraqi proposal 
to a vote, which was defeated by 5 for, 8 against, 
and 3 abstentions. 

The Chairman then asked for a vote on the four 
main principles of the United Kingdom sugges- 
tions, namely: 

(a) independence after 10 years, provided that the Gen- 
eral Assembly agreed to such a step; 

(b) during the 10-year period, Cyrenaica, Tripolitania 
and the Fezzan should be placed respectively under the 
trusteeship of the United Kingdom, Italy, and France; 

(c) Tripolitania, during an interim period of 2 years, 
should remain under the present British administration 
which would be assisted by a Special Advisory Council, 
as specified in the United Kingdom suggestions; 

(d) The three administering authorities should co- 


ordinate their activities in such a way as not to prejudice 
the future unity of Libya. 


The four principles were adopted by a vote of 8 
for, 5 against, and 3 abstentions.1* The Sub- 
Committee voted upon these principles on the un- 
derstanding that it was not committing itself to 
an exact wording, that this was a “tentative vote,” 
and that after the Sub-Committee had seen the 
total picture any representative would be free to 
change his vote. 


Italian Somaliland 


No proposal for the independence of Italian 
Somaliland had been submitted to the First Com- 
mittee. The U.S.S.R. proposal recommended a 
transition period of 10 years, that of India a 
period of 10 to 20 years, and that of the Latin 
American countries recommended that the ter- 
ritory be placed under the international trustee- 
ship system with a view to its future independ- 
ence. The U.S.S.R. favored direct United Na- 
tions administration. The Iraqi representative 
proposed a five-power trusteeship with a 10-year 
transitionary period to independence, and the 
United Kingdom recommended a trusteeship with 
Italy as the administering authority. 


“For: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, France, Mexico, South 
Africa, United Kingdom, and the United States. Against: 
India, Iraq, Egypt, U.S.S.R., and Poland. Abstained: 
Australia, Denmark, and Ethiopia. 
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By a vote of 4 in favor, 9 against, and 38 absten. 
tions, the Sub-Committee rejected the applica. 
tion to Italian Somaliland of the principle 
of a direct United Nations trusteeship.* The 
Sub-Committee, by a vote of 3 for, 10 a ainst, 
and 3 abstentions, rejected the principle of a col- 
lective trusteeship for Italian Somaliland.® By a 
vote of 9 in favor, 6 against, and 1 abstention, the 
Sub-Committee adopted the principle that the 
territory be placed under the trusteeship of 
Italy. 


Eritrea 


There were two proposals with regard to Eri- 
trea, namely, the USSR. proposal which en- 
visaged the establishment of a trusteeship with a 
view to eventual independence, and the United 
Kingdom proposal partitioning Eritrea between 
Ethiopia and the Sudan. 

The representative of Ethopia thought the prin- 
ciple of independence should not be discussed since 
the territory was not ready for independence. He 
again urged that Eritrea minus the western prov- 
ince be annexed to Ethiopia. In this position he 
was supported by the United Kingdom representa- 
tive who stated the belief of his delegation that 
Eritrea could not stand by itself. Partition, the 
U.S.S.R. representative argued, was an imperialist 
concept and was in direct contradiction with the 
principles of the Charter. Eritrea, he stated, had 
always existed as a single unit. 

With the Soviet contention that Eritrea had al- 
ways existed as a single unit the representative of 
Ethiopia took issue. Pointing out that the name 
of Eritrea was given by the Italians after the oc- 
cupation of that territory, and that prior thereto 
Eritrea had for thousands of years formed a part 
of Ethiopia, the Ethiopian representative asserted 
that Eritrea could achieve her independence 
within Ethiopia in the same manner as Lithuania 
had achieved independence within the Soviet 
Union. 

To the French representative no perfect solu- 
tion was possible for the area. But among the 
imperfect solutions, the U.S.S.R. proposal was not 
acceptable because of the impossibility of imple- 
menting it. Although the French delegation ac- 
cepted the United Kingdom proposal, it would 
reserve its position on the question of Italian com- 
munities for which adequate safeguards must be 


“For: Ethiopia, India, Poland, and the U.S.S.R. 
Against: Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Chile, Denmark, 
France, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, and 
the United States. Abstained: Egypt, Iraq, and Mexico. 

* For: Egypt, Ethiopia, and Iraq. Against: Argentina, 
Brazil, Chile, Denmark, France, India, South Africa, 
U.S.S.R., United Kingdom, and United States. Abstained: 
Australia, Mexico, and Poland. 

* For: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Denmark, France, Mex- 
ico, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, and United 
States. Against: Egypt, Ethiopia, India, Iraq, Poland, 
and U.S.S.R. Abstained: Australia. 
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provided. Should the United Kingdom pro- 

sals be adopted, the Sub-Committee, argued the 
French representative, could then proceed to a 
consideration of methods to safeguard the inter- 
ests of the Italian communities, possibly with the 
help of a newly established subcommittee, includ- 
ing Ethiopia among its members. With the es- 
tablishment of a subcommittee, the Argentine 
representative took issue and although he was not 
pleased with the U.S.S.R. and United Kingdom 
proposals, he deemed it necessary for the Sub- 
Committee to vote on both proposals. The United 
States representative shared the views of his 
Argentine colleague. 

The Sub-Committee then voted on the question 
whether Eritrea should be placed under the trus- 
teeship. The principle of a direct United Nations 
Trusteeship was rejected by 2 votes in favor, 8 
against, and 6 abstentions. 

Before proceeding to a vote on the United King- 
dom proposal, the Ethiopian representative, ad- 
dressing himself to the French reservations with 
respect to guaranteeing the interests of the Italian 
communities, stated that his delegation was ready 
to give all necessary and adequate guaranties to 
safeguard those interests. 

The Australian representative seemed irked by 
the activities of the Sub-Committee which curi- 
ously enough, he said, coincided with an agree- 
ment arrived at outside of the United Nations, The 
reference to “an agreement” pointed at the Bevin- 
Sforza formula for the disposal of the former 
Italian Colonies. The French delegation, the 
Australian representative pointed out, had in the 
First Committee held views different from those 
expressed in the Sub-Committee. He was inter- 
ested to know the reasons for that reversal of 
policy. Should member states resort to agreements 
outside the United Nations, the Sub-Committee 
would lose its objective charter, since its findings 
would not carry the stamp of the responsibility of 
its members. He recalled that the draft proposals 
presented by Iraq, India, and the Latin American 
states provided for a fuller and more thorough 
investigation of the question. Again Australia 
wondered whether that would not be the best 
course to follow. 

The representative of the United States recalled 
his statement of April 6, 1949, in the First Com- 
mittee, in which he stated that Eritrea minus the 
western province should be incorporated into 
Ethiopia, and that a separate solution should be 
found for the western province. He assured the 
Sub-Committee that his delegation still main- 
tained that position. 

Also in answer to the Australian representative, 
the French representative said that if delegations 
were to maintain strictly their views upon that 
question, no solution would ever be found. The 
French delegation was disposed to accept solu- 
tions that seemed to be acceptable to all. 
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The Sub-Committee proceeded to take a vote on 
the United Kingdom proposal to incorporate 
Eritrea, except for the western province, into 
Ethiopia, “under terms and conditions to include 
appropriate guarantees for the protection of mi- 
norities in Asmara and Massawa and elsewhere.” 
The proposal was adopted by 10 votes for, 3 
against, and 2 abstentions, one representative be- 
ing absent.” 

Another vote was taken on the United Kingdom 
proposal to incorporate the western province into 
the adjacent Sudan. The proposal was carried by 
a vote of 7 for, 2 against, 6 abstentions, and 1 
absent. 


Protection of Minorities 


The Chairman invited the representatives to ex- 
press their views on the question of the protection 
of the Italian minorities in Eritrea. Special trea- 
ties could be concluded with a view to guarantee- 
ing a special status for the cities or for their popu- 
lation, suggested the Chilean representative. The 
United Kingdom representative argued that mem- 
ber states were under specific obligations through 
the United Nations Charter. Since Ethiopia had 
already promised to protect the Italian minorities 
in the cities of Asmara and Massawa, a special 
status for these cities could be agreed upon be- 
tween Ethiopia and the United Nations by 
means of a treaty. Bearing in mind the ex- 
perience with Danzig and Trieste, the repre- 
sentative of the United States declared that 
he would vote against giving a special interna- 
tional status to the cities in question, since such a 
status would have disastrous economic and other 
consequences. He felt that the guaranties should be 
thought of in terms of persons and not of territo- 
ries. The United Kingdom representative ex- 
plained that his delegation never contemplated 
any solution for the principal cities which would 
impair Ethiopia’s sovereignty. He had only in 
mind a special municipal status for the cities, not 
anything approaching an international status as, 
for instance, had been granted for Danzig or Tri- 
este. To the representative from the Argentine, 
the important point was that the cities have their 
own special government and not be ruled from 
Addis Ababa. The French representative pointed 
out that, actually, each city under discussion was 
already divided into two distinct administrations: 
one European zone and one Eritrean zone. This 
fact, he said, was made clear by the report of the 


"For: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Denmark, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, France, Mexico, U.K., and U.S. Against: Iraq, 
Poland, and the U.S.S.R. Abstained: Australia and South 
Africa. Absent: India. 

“For: Brazil, Chile, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, U.K., and 
U.S. Against: Poland and U.S.S.R. Abstained: Argen- 
tina, Australia, Denmark, Iraq, Mexico, and South Africa. 
Absent: India. 
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Four Power Commission. The obvious solution, 
he said, would seem to be to maintain the status 
quo in that respect. 

At this point, the representative of ee in- 
tervened to say that the terminology as to the sta- 
tus of the two cities was not clear to him; his 
government was prepared to protect and respect 
Italian minorities wherever they might happen to 
be. If apart from that, special guaranties were 
to be required for Massawa pe oe Asmara, that 
might be more than was called for, and he ques- 
tioned whether such a special regime would be 
compatible with his country’s sovereignty. He 
wanted a concrete formula. 

Stating that he appreciated the position taken 
by Ethiopia, the United Kingdom representative 
proposed by way of compromise that the word 
“status” be eliminated so that the language in 
paragraph 3 of the United Kingdom draft (U.N. 
doc. A/C. 1/446) read, “the establishment of a 
special municipal constitution for the cities of 
Asmara and Massawa.” 

After the Chairman had suspended the meeting 
for a quarter of an hour to allow representatives 
to come to an understanding, the United Kingdom 
representative declared that a redraft had been 
agreed to as follows: to insert after the words “to 
include” in the last line of page 1 of the United 
Kingdom draft (U.N. doc. A/C.1/446) : “the pro- 
vision of appropriate guarantees for the protec- 
tion of minorities and, without prejudice to the 
sovereignty of Ethiopia, separate municipal char- 
ters for the cities of Asmara and Massawa,” etc. 
The Ethiopian representative stated that he 
wanted to consult his government on the new for- 
mula before stating his position; the Chairman 
asked for clarification of the term “separate 
charters.” In reply to the Chairman’s request 
the United Kingdom representative explained 
that the charters for the two cities would give them 
a status distinct from that of other Ethiopian 
cities. In the light of the British explanation the 
representative of the United States stated he would 
support the amendment but suggested the word 
“distinctive” as preferable to the word “separate.” 
“Distinctive” was agreeable to the United King- 
dom representative if it was acceptable to the 
Ethiopian delegation. To the Ethiopian repre- 
sentative, neither “separate” nor “distinctive” was 
acceptable, and he suggested “appropriate.” If, 
said the representative from Argentina, the mean- 
ing of the term “appropriate” implied that the 
two charters would be different from all other 
municipal charters existing in Ethiopia, then he 
would agree. In his opinion, however, the words 
“distinctive” or “separate” seemed more fitting 
than the word “appropriate.” The phrase dealing 
with the status of the towns of Massawa and As- 
mara, as amended, was adopted by a vote of 9 
in favor, 2 against, 4 abstentions, 1 absent.” 

The Sub-Committee then moved on to a consid- 
eration of the suggestion, which became paragraph 
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4 of the Sub-Committee’s draft resolution, which 
was as follows: 


That agreements and instruments designed to give ef. 
fect to the foregoing recommendations in accordance with 
the purposes and principles of the Charter and the pro. 
visions of the Treaty of Peace with Italy be submitted for 
the subsequent approval of the Fourth Regular Session 
of the General Assembly (except those for Tripolitania, 
which shall be submitted to the Sixth Regular Session) ; 
that the Trusteeship Council, where trusteeship is con- 
cerned, and otherwise the Interim Committee, be author- 
ized to represent the General Assembly in working out 
such agreements, in cooperation with Italy, where Italian 
interests are concerned and that in the case of Libya, the 
trusteeship agreements so to be submitted provide for 
such adequate inter-territorial administration relation- 
ships as will promote the attainment of an independent 
unified Libyan State. 


The representative of Australia wanted to 
know what kind of agreement alluded to in para- 
ph 4 was contemplated to give effect to the 
Sub-Committee’s recommendation to be made re- 
garding Eritrea. 

The Chairman stated that it was his under- 
standing that, in order to give effect to the recom- 
mendations referred to, certain prior steps would 
have to be taken. Paragraph 4 gave the Trustee- 
ship Council the task of studying the phases of the 
problem connected with the trusteeships to be cre- 
ated, on behalf of the General Assembly. As for 
such matters connected with the problem not in- 
volving trusteeship, the Interim Committee would 
represent the General Assembly in working out 
the different aspects. 

The vote on paragraph 4 was 10 for, 2 against, 
and 8 abstentions, with India absent.” 

By a vote of 10 for, 4 against, and 1 abstention, 
one member being absent,” the Sub-Committee 
finally adopted the following draft resolution >” 

The General Assembly, 

In accordance with Annex XI, paragraph 3, of the 
Treaty of Peace with Italy, 

HAVING CONSIDERED the relevant provisions of the Char- 
t 
"Havens STUDIED the question of the disposal of the for- 
mer Italian Colonies. 

HAVING TAKEN note in particular of the Report of the 
Four Power Commission of Investigation, and having 
heard organizations representing substantial sections of 
opinion in the territories concerned, 

Recommends 

1. That Libya be granted independence ten years from 
the date of the adoption of this Resolution, provided that 
the General Assembly then decides that this step is ap- 
propriate ; 





“For: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Denmark, France, Mex- 
ico, South Africa, U.K., and U.S. Against: Poland and 
the U.S.S.R. Abstention: Australia, Egypt, Ethiopia, and 
Iraq. Absent: India. ‘ 

*For: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Denmark, Ethiopia, 
France, Mexico, South Africa, U.K., and U.S. Against: 
Poland and U.S.S.R. Abstained: Australia, Egypt, and 
Iraq. Absent: India. 

* For: Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Denmark, Ethiopia, 
France, Mexico, South Africa, U.K., and U.S. Against: 
Egypt, Iraq, Poland, and U.8.S.R. Abstained: Australia. 
Absent: India. 

* Contained in U.N. doc. A/C.1/466. 
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(a) that Cyrenaica be placed under the International 
Trusteeship System, with the United Kingdom as the 
administering authority, without prejudice to its incor- 

ration in a united Libya, 

(b) that the Fezzan be placed under the International 
Trusteeship System, with France as the administering 
authority, also without prejudice to its incorporation in 
a united Libya, 

(c) that Tripolitania be placed under the International 
Trusteeship System by the end of 1951, with Italy as the 
administering authority, also without prejudice to its in- 
corporation in a united Libya. During the interim period, 
the present British temporary administration shall con- 
tinue, with the assistance of an Advisory Council con- 
sisting of representatives of Egypt, France, Italy, the 
United Kingdom, the United States, and a representative 
of the people of the territory. The Advisory Council 
should determine its scope and duties in consultation with 
the Administering Authority. 

That the Powers charged with the administration of 
the three territories take all necessary measures to pro- 
mote the coordination of their activities in order that 
nothing be done to prejudice the attainment of an inde- 
pendent Libyan State. The Trusteeship Council will be 
responsible for supervising the execution of this provision. 

2. That former Italian Somaliland be placed under the 
International Trusteeship System, with Italy as the Ad- 
ministering Authority. 

3. That Eritrea, except for the Western Province, be 
incorporated into Ethiopia, under terms and conditions 
set forth below, to include the provision of appropriate 
guarantees for the protection of minorities and, without 
prejudice to the sovereignty of Ethiopia, appropriate mu- 
nicipal charters for the cities of Asmara and Massawa, 
and that the Western Province be incorporated in the 
adjacent Sudan. 

4. That agreements and instruments designed to give 
effect to the foregoing recommendations in accordance 
with purposes and principles of the Charter and the pro- 
visions of the Treaty of Peace with Italy be submitted 
for the subsequent approval of the Fourth Regular Ses- 
sion of the General Assembly (except those for Tripoli- 
tania, which shall be submitted to the Sixth Regular 
Session) ; that the Trusteeship Council, where trusteeship 
is concerned, and otherwise the Interim Committee, be 
authorized to represent the General Assembly in working 
out such agreements, in cooperation with Italy, where 
Italian interests are concerned and that, in the case of 
Libya, the trusteeship agreements so to be submitted pro- 
vide for such adequate inter-territorial administration 
relationships as will promote the attainment of an inde- 
pendent, unified Libyan State. 


The representative of Ethiopia wanted the re- 
port to the First Committee to show that his vote 
was given under the reservation of ultimate ap- 
proval by his government of the proposed guaran- 
ties in respect to Asmara an assawa. The 
representative of Australia desired the report to 
the First Committee to show that the Sub-Com- 
mittee had not examined all the proposals sub- 
mitted to the First Committee, and the representa- 
tives of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Mexico 
wanted it expressly recorded that the joint Latin 
American draft resolution™ should not be con- 
sidered as withdrawn. 

The representative of Egypt pointed out that, 
“in case the independence of united Libya should 
not be decided upon, a four-power Committee of 
which Egypt and the Administering Authority 
would be members, be established in order to 


* U.N. doc. A/C.1/449. 
September 12, 1949 


examine Egyptian claims for the rectification of 
her frontiers with Libya, to investigate wherever 
necessary and to report to the Secretary-General 
before 1 September 1949.” 


V. FINAL CONSIDERATION IN COMMITTEE I 


The Committee devoted its 269th to 272d meet- 
ings (May 12-13) to a consideration of the report 
and the draft resolution prepared by the Sub- 
Committee and to other proposals both old and 
new.* The Iraqi delegation immediately claimed 
that the Sub-Committee had exceeded its terms of 
reference in that a new draft by the United King- 
dom which had served as a basis for the Sub- 
Committee resolution had not been considered by 
Committee I. The Chairman disallowed this 
point.2> In answer to a Polish query about the 
circulation of letters to the Secretary-General 
from Cyrenaican and Somali representatives, the 
Chairman advised that the communications would 
be circulated in customary fashion.” The repre- 
sentative of Poland also formally proposed that 
the representatives of groups of iakehionahe should 
— be heard with respect to the various propos- 
als now before the Committee. After some dis- 
cussion, in which the Arab states and those of 
Eastern Europe pressed for additional hearings, 
the Committee decided to hear the reactions of 
the local representatives to the U.S.S.R., Iraqi, 
and Sub-Committee proposals. The vote was 23 
in favor, 15 against, with 17 abstentions.*7 The 
rest of the 269th meeting as well as the 270th was 
given over to such hearings.” 


Additional Views of Inhabitants’ Groups 


The National Council for the Liberation of 
Libya objected to the Sub-Committee draft as rep- 
resenting an imposed partition of Libya. Its 
spokeman cited the angry demonstrations in 
Tripolitania at the news of the Bevin-Sforza 
formula. The Libyans, he said, could not be ex- 
pected to submit to such a plan.” 


* Section VII of the Sub-Committee’s report (U.N. doc. 
A/C.1/466) noted that the First Committee “remained 
seized of all the different proposals already submitted.” 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.269. 

* Ibid. The Cyrenaican communication had made ob- 
jection to the placing of Cyrenaica under United Kingdom 
or any form of trusteeship. 

7 U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.269. The vote was as follows: 
In favor: Egypt, Haiti, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Li- 
beria, Mexico, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Saudi Ara- 
bia, Syria, Turkey, Ukrainian S.S.R., Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Afghanistan, Burma, Byelorussia, China, Czechoslovakia. 
Against: France, Greece, Honduras, Iceland, Luxembourg, 
Peru, South Africa, United Kingdom, Uruguay, Argentina, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, and Chile. Abstaining: 
Ethiopia, Guatemala, Israel, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Sweden, United 
States, Venezuela, Australia, Colombia, Cuba, Denmark 
and Dominican Republic. 

™The delegation of the Cyrenaican National Congress 
had already left New York and could not be heard. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.269. 
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Sultan Ali speaking for the New Eritrea Pro- 
Italia Party, the Moslem League of Eritrea, and 
the Italio-Eritrean Association *° opposed the 
adoption of the Sub-Committee draft since it in- 
volved partition and annexation. He urged that 
further investigation by the United Nations of the 
economic and ethnic position of the territory 
should be made and advocated direct United Na- 
tions trusteeship if independence were not 
granted." 

Mr. Perlzweig (Jewish Community of Tripoli- 
tania) felt that Tripolitania ought not to be left 
to languish under the existing, provisional admin- 
istration for 2 more years. What was needed, he 
argued, was a clear and immediate program of 
internal improvements, coupled with safeguards 
for the equal rights of all inhabitants and the 
equal status of the “various communities,” such as 
the Jews, the Italians, and the Maltese. He said 
that the local Jews would prefer trusteeship under 
the United Nations. 

Mr. Issa (Somali Youth League) said that his 
group still considered a 10-year United Nations 
trusteeship as the only acceptable alternative to 
independence. They would resist Italy’s return. 
Mr. Mohamed (Somali Conference), on the other 
hand supported the Sub-Committee proposal on 
Somaliland, saying that his group was far more 
representative than the Somali Youth League. 
Independence, he held, could best be achieved by 
a period of guidance under Italian trusteeship 
under United Nations auspices. In reply to a 
Syrian question, Mr. Mohamed felt that such a 
trusteeship might last about 30 years. He re- 
jected any intimation that his attitude was in- 
spired from Rome and explained that what prog. 
ress had been made in Somaliland along educa- 
tional and civic lines was due to the pre-Fascist 
Italian administration.” 


Further Discussion of the Draft Resolutions 


The Israeli delegate * explained that he favored 
the earliest possible independence for all of the 
territories and an adjustment permitting an 
Ethiopian outlet to the sea. He doubted the 
advisability of leaving certain parts of the 
former colonies under British administration. 
Onthe whole, his delegation, said Mr. Eban, 
inclined toward the Indian draft resolution." 
Sir Zafrullah Khan (Pakistan) spoke against 
the Sub-Committee draft and felt, in par- 
ticular, that a United Nations commission should 
be sent to Eritrea to ascertain and report to the 


* The three groups coalesced for the purpose of the hear- 
ing into the “Eritrean Popular Front.” 
U.N. doc. A/C.1/8R.269. 
* U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 270. 
“Israel had just been admitted to membership in the 
United Nations. 
“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR. 270. 
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Assembly on the best means of providing for that 
territory.” Messrs. Santa Cruz (Chile) and 
Villagomez (Ecuador) defended the Sub-Com-. 
mittee draft, though the latter objected to the pro- 
vision for the incorporation of western Eritreg 
into the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan without knowing 
the wishes of its people.** 

At the afternoon meeting on May 13, the Polish 
delegate queried the Latin American delegations 
on how they could reconcile their own tradition 
of achieving independence “through revolution 
and wars against the colonial powers” with a plan 
for dividing Libya and retarding independence 
for the territories in question.*” Saudi Arabia in- 
dicated support for the Iraqi draft proposing im- 
mediate independence for Libya and favored 
transfer of a part of Eritrea to Ethiopia. Gen- 
eral Romulo (Philippines) felt the Sub-Commit- 
tee had fallen short of its responsibilities and 
would vote in favor of the Iraqi and Indian reso- 
lutions.** Mr. Kisselev (Byelorussia) claimed 
that the Anglo-Italian discussions had “bypassed” 
Committee I.*° The delegations of Peru, Den- 
mark, and the Union of South Africa felt that 
the Sub-Committee plan was the best possible 
under the circumstances.** Haiti could not sup- 
port the Sub-Committee, although Siam was pre- 
pared to accept it. 

Mr. Gromyko (U.S.S.R.) again returned to 
the well-worn charge that the United States 
and the United Kingdom were pursuing an “ag- 
gressive and imperialistic” policy and that they 
were trying to railroad other delegations into giv- 
ing them a free hand in the former colonies.“ 
When neither Mr. Dulles nor Mr. McNeil chose to 
reply, Mr. Arce (Argentina) called for concord 
and maintained that the Sub-Committee draft rep- 
resented a solution to which all could adjust and 
which would insure by peaceful means the achieve- 
ment of independence for the former colonies.“ 


Vote of the Committee 
on the Various Proposals 


At the 272d meeting, May 13, Committee I was 
at last prepared to proceed to a vote on the sev- 
eral drafts before it. It was decided to con- 
sider first the Iraqi draft resolution,*® then the 


*® Thid. 

* Ibid. 

* Ibid. 

* Thid. 

* U.N. doc. A.C.1/SR.271. 

® Ibid. 

“ Ibid. 

® Tbhid. 

* Ibid. 

“ Ibid. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/455. This particular Iraqi draft 
dealt only with Libya, for which it advocated independ- 
ence. Iraq had broken down its original draft resolu- 
tion covering all three territories (U.N. doc. A/C.1/453) 
into three separate drafts dealing with each territory 
(U.N. doc. A/C.1/455, 456, 457). 
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U.S.S.R. proposals, and thereafter to vote on 
the remaining draft resolutions in the order of 
their submission.“ The Iraqi draft resolution on 
Libya was rejected by a roll-call vote of 22 against, 
20 in favor, with 8 abstentions.‘ 

The Soviet draft resolution “* was next voted 
on, paragraph by paragraph. The first paragraph 
was rejected with 30 votes against, 13 in favor, and 
10 abstentions.® The second paragraph (on 
Eritrea) was rejected with 31 votes against, 12 in 
favor, and 11 abstentions.” The third paragraph 
(on Somaliland) was rejected, with 33 votes 
against, 14 in favor, and 10 abstentions." The 
fourth paragraph, that providing for possible Se- 
curity Council administration of strategic points 
in the territories was turned down by 33 votes to 
7, with 17 abstentions.” Since each paragraph 





“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.272., 

“In favor: Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, 
Turkey, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Afghanistan, Burma, Byelorussia, China, Costa Rica, 
Czechoslovakia, Egypt, India, Iran, Iraq, Pakistan. 
Against: Peru, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Denmark, France, Greece, 
Ireland, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nor- 
way, Panama, Paraguay. Abstaining: Siam, Sweden, 
Colombia, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Israel, Liberia, Mexico. 
(Sweden announced shortly before the voting began that 
it would abstain throughout as it had neither taken part 
in the war on the side of the Allies, nor in the drafting of 
the Italian peace treaty.) 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/433/rev. 1. 

“Providing for a 5-year U.N. trusteeship for Libya, 
followed by independence. The vote on the first para- 
graph was: In favor: U.S.S.R., Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian §S.S.R., Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Iraq, Leb- 
anon, Pakistan, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian 
§.S.R. Against: Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Denmark, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guatemala, Hon- 
duras, Iceland, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Turkey. Abstaining: Afghanistan, Burma, China, India, 
Iran, Israel, Liberia, Philippines, Siam, Sweden. 

“In favor: Byelorussian S.S.R. Czechoslovakia, Iraq, 
Liberia, Pakistan, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian 
S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Yemen, Yugoslavia. Against: Bolivia, 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, 
France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Luxem- 
bourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Ven- 
ezuela, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Ethiopia. Ab- 
staining: Burma, China, Egypt, India, Iran, Israel, Leb- 
anon, Philippines, Siam, Sweden, Afghanistan. 

"In favor: Lebanon, Pakistan, Poland, Saudi Arabia, 
Syria, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Byelorussian §.S.R., Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, 
Iraq. Against: Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Argentina, Australia, Bel- 
gium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Ecuador, France, Greece, Guate- 
mala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland. Abstaining: Liberia, 
Philippines, Siam, Sweden, Afghanistan, Burma, China, 
India, Iran, Israel. 

"In favor: Iraq, Poland, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., 
Yugoslavia, Byelorussian §8.S.R., Czechoslovakia. 
Against: France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, 
Iceland, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
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of the Soviet draft was rejected, a vote on the 
resolution as a whole was not needed. 

Voting next took place on the Indian draft reso- 
lution. The preamble was rejected by 26 votes 
to 19, with 12 abstentions.* Subparagraph a of 
the operative part, providing for direct United 
Nations trusteeship in Libya and Somaliland, lost 
by 29 votes to 19, with 9 abstentions.* Subpara- 
graph (b), on a 10- to 20-year period to determine 
independence or union with adjacent territories for 
Libya and Somaliland, after plebiscites, was re- 
jected by 33 votes to 4, with 20 abstentions.* Sub- 
paragraph (c), on Fourth and Fifth Committee 
ss for the transfer of administration of 

ibya and Somaliland to the Organization, was de- 
feated by 34 votes to 13, with 9 abstentions.* Sub- 
paragraph (d) on a plebiscite or other means to 





Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Turkey, 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United States, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bo- 
livia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Denmark, Ecuador. Abstaining: India, Iran, Israel, Leb- 
anon, Liberia, Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam, 
Sweden, Syria, Yemen, Afghanistan, Burma, China, 
Egypt, Ethiopia. 

* U.N. doc. A/C.1/448 and Corr. 1; A/C.1/SR.272. For: 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti, India, Iran, Iraq, Is- 
rael, Lebanon, Mexico, Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, 
Syria, Yemen, Afghanistan, Burma, China, Costa Rica. 
Against: Ecuador, France, Greece, Honduras, Iceland, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nor- 
way, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Vene- 
zuela, Argentina, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, 
Denmark. Abstaining: Liberia, Poland, Siam, Sweden, 
Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Australia, Byelorussian S.S.R., 
Colombia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia. 

“Tbid. For: Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Burma, 
China, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, India, Iran, Iraq, Israel, 
Lebanon, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, 
Syria, Ukrainian §.S.R., U.S.S.R.. Against: Venezuela, 
Argentina, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Co- 
lombia, Denmark, Ecuador, France, Greece, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Iceland, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, 
Peru, Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States, Uruguay. Abstaining: Australia, Byelo- 
russian S.S.R., Costa Rica, Cuba, Ethiopia, Haiti, Liberia, 
Siam, Sweden. 

*Tbid. For: Philippines, Burma, India,Iran. Against: 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., 
Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United States, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Argentina, Belgium, Bo- 
livia, Brazil, Byelorussian §.S.R., Canada, Chile, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ecuador, France, Greece, Hon- 
duras, Iceland, Luxembourg, Mexico. Abstaining: Po- 
land, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, Yemen, 
Afghanistan, Australia, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti, Iraq, Israel, Lebanon, 
Liberia. 

“Tbid. For: India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Pakistan, 
Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Yemen, Afghanistan, 
Burma, China, Egypt. Against: Greece, Guatemala, Hon- 
duras, Iceland, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, 
Turkey, Ukrainian S.S.R., Union of South Africa, 
U.S.S.R., United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Argentina, Belgium, Bolivia, Bra- 
zil, Byelorussian S.S.R., Canada, Chile, Colombia, Czecho- 
slovakia, Denmark, Ecuador, France. Abstaining: Haiti, 
Israel, Liberia, Siam, Sweden, Australia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Ethiopia. 
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determine the wishes of Eritrea’s pon was re- 
jected by 32 votes to 15, with 10 abstentions.” 
At that point, the Indian delegation disclaimed 
~~ need for voting on the remaining text. 

he Iraqi draft on Italian Somaliland was then 
voted upon, by the roll-call method, as requested 
by Ethiopia. The preamble and paragraph (a) 
were rejected by 36 votes to 12, with 10 absten- 
tions. Paragraph (b) was turned down by 40 
to 4, with 5 abstentions. Next, the draft resolu- 
tion of Iraq on Eritrea was defeated by 35 to 12, 
with 12 abstentions.” 

At this point, several amendments to the Sub- 
Committee’s draft resolution were successively put 
to the vote. An Egyptian amendment, designed 
to exclude any review by the Assembly of Libya’s 
preparedness for independence after 10 years, was 
rejected by 20 votes to 17, with 21 abstentions.” 
Instead, a Norwegian amendment to the first para- 
graph of Sub-Committee 15’s draft, providin 
that independence for Libya after 10 years woul 
be granted “unless the General Assembly then de- 
cides that this step is not appropriate at that time,” 
was adopted by 33 votes to 15, with 10 abstentions.® 

An Egyptian amendment to subparagraph 1 (a) 


“Ibid. For: Liberia, Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi Ara- 
bia, Syria, Yemen, Afghanistan, Australia, Burma, Cuba, 
Guatemala, Haiti, India, Iraq, Lebanon. Against : Luxem- 
bourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nor- 
way, Panama, Paraguay, Poland, Ukrainian S.S.R., Union 
of South Africa, U.S.S.R., United Kingdom, United States, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Argentina, Belgium, Bo- 
livia, Brazil, Byelorussian S8.S.R., Canada, Chile, Czecho- 
slovakia, Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, 
Honduras, Iceland. Abstaining: 

“Ibid. For: Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, 
Syria, Yemen, Afghanistan, Burma, Egypt, Ethiopia, Iran, 
Iraq, Lebanon. Against: Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Poland, Ukrainian S.S.R., Union of South 
Africa, U.S.S.R., United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Argentina, Belgium, Bolivia, Bra- 
zil, Byelorussian 8.S.R., Canada, Chile, Colombia, Czecho- 
slovakia, Denmark, Ecuador, El Salvador, France, Greece, 
Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand. Abstaining: Siam, 
Sweden, Turkey, Australia, China, Costa Rica, Cuba, India, 
Israel, Liberia. 

“Ibid. For: Iraq, Lebanon, Philippines, Egypt. 
Against: El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guate- 
mala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Luxembourg, Mexico, Neth- 
erlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Para- 
guay, Peru, Poland, Ukrainian U.S.R., Union of South 
Africa, U.S.S.R., United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Argentina, Belgium, Bolivia, Bra- 
zil, Burma, Byelorussian 8.8S.R., Canada, Chile, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Repub- 
lic, Ecuador. Abstaining: India, Iran, Israel, Liberia, 
Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Sweden, Syria, Turkey, 
Yemen, Afghanistan, Australia, China, Cuba. 

© Thid. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/468 and A/C.1/SR.272. For: Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, China, Costa Rica, Egypt, Gua- 
temala, Haiti, India, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Mexico, Paki- 
stan, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Syria. Against: Venezuela, 
Argentina, Belgium, Bolivia, Canada, Chile, Cuba, France, 
Greece, Honduras, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zea- 
land, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay. Ab- 
staining: Australia, Brazil, Burma, Byelorussian S.S.R., 
Colombia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El 
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of the Sub-Committee’s draft seeking establish- 
ment of a multiple trusteeship over a united Libya 
was then rejected by 32 votes to 10, with 17 absten- 
tions.* Egypt then reminded the Committee 
that it could not serve on the eo pons Advisory 
Council for Tripolitania which it was unwilling 
to see replaced “under the yoke of a European 
nation.” Another amendment, designed to have 
a four-power commission examine Egypt’s claims 
to rectification of her frontiers with Libya was 
turned down (33 to 8, with 18 abstentions), as 
was Egypt’s proposal for a five-power, collective 
trusteeship in Somaliland (42 to 9, with 8 absten- 
tions) . 

Consideration was next given to a Costa Rican 
amendment referring to fodhasenaeints as the ulti- 
mate goal for Italian Somaliland. This was 
adopted by 41 to 0, with 15 abstentions. A joint 
Costa Rican-Cuban-Dominican Republic amend- 
ment, providing that the western province of 
Eritrea be placed under Anglo-Egyptian trustee- 
ship, was rejected by 22 to 15, with 19 abstentions.” 

inally, an Ethiopian amendment, designed to 
insure Ethiopian participation in the determina- 
tion of any new boundaries by which that country 


Salvador, Ethiopia, Iceland, Israel, Liberia, Norway, Peru, 
a: Poland, Sweden, Turkey, Ukrainian §.S.R., 
U.S.S.R. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/473 and A/C.1/SR.272. 

*®U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.272. For: Saudi Arabia, Syria, 
Yemen, China, Egypt, Guatemala, Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Pakistan. Against: Peru, Poland, Ukrainian S.S.R., Union 
of South Africa, U.S.S.R., United Kingdom, United States, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Byelorussian S.S.R., Canada, 
Chile, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ecuador, France, 
Greece, Honduras, Iceland, Luxembourg, Mexico, Nether- 
lands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway. Abstaining: 
Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Siam, Sweden, Turkey, 
Afghanistan, Burma, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican 
Republic, El Salvador, Ethopia, Haiti, India, Israel, 
Liberia. 

“Ibid. Greece had already proposed the addition of 
Australia to the Advisory Council for Tripolitania, but 
that proposal was later withdrawn at Australia’s request. 

“Tbid. All of the Egyptian amendments to the Sub- 
Committee’s draft were contained in U.N. doc. A/C.1/468. 
For: Saudi Arabia, Syria, Yemen, Egypt, Guatemala, 
Iraq, Lebanon, Pakistan. Against: Poland, Turkey, 
Ukranian S.S.R., Union of South Africa, U.S.S.R., United 
States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Argentina, Aus- 
tralia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Byelorussian S.S.R., Can- 
ada, Chile, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic, 
France, Greece, Honduras, Iceland, India, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, 
Paraguay. Abstaining: Philippines, Siam, Sweden, Af- 
ghanistan, Burma, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, 
Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Haiti, Iran, Israel, Li- 
beria, Mexico, Peru. For: Lebanon, Liberia, Pakistan, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Yemen, Afghanistan, Egypt, Iraq. 
Against : Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, 
Turkey, Ukrainian S.S.R., Union of South Africa, U.S.S.R., 
United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yugoslavia, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Bra- 
zil, Burma, Byelorussian §8.S.R., Canada, Chile, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, France, Greece, Guate- 
mala, Honduras, Iceland, India. Abstaining: Israel, 
Philippines, Siam, Sweden, China, Ethiopia, Haiti, Iran. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/471; and A/C.1/SR.272. 
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would be affected, was adopted by 30 votes to 4, 
with 21 abstentions.” At the suggestion of the 
British delegation, the Committee agreed that 
Turkey, another Islamic state, could replace 
Egypt on the proposed aoe Council for Tri- 

litania.* As amended, the draft resolution of 
Eub-Committee 15 was then ready for the vote in 
Committee I. 


Vote on Amended Sub-Committee 15 Draft 


The preamble and the first paragraph passed 
by 38 to 15, with 4 abstentions, by a show of hands. 
Capen 1 (a) was approved by 35 to 17 
with 5 abstentions. Subparagraph 1 (b) passed 
by 32 to 16, with 9 abstentions, while subpara- 
graph 1 (c) was accepted by 32 to 17, with 8 ab- 
stentions.” The final subparagraph of para- 
graph 1 went through by 36 to ii, with 5 absten- 
tions." Paragraph 2, as amended by Costa Rica, 
was adopted by 36 to 17, with 5 abstentions. Para- 
graph 3, up to and including the word “Massawa” 
passed by 36 to 6, with 15 abstentions.” The re- 
mainder of that paragraph, providing for incor- 
poration of western Eritrea into the Sudan, was 
rejected by 19 votes against, 16 in favor, with 21 
abstentions.”* The fourth and final paragraph, as 





* U.N. doc. A/C.1/470. Where the Sub-Committee draft 
had provided that the Trusteeship Council or the Interim 
Committee, as appropriate, work out necessary implemen- 
tative agreements “in cooperation with Italy, where Ital- 
jan interests are concerned,” Ethiopia secured the addi- 
tion of the words, “and with the states involved where 
boundaries are concerned.” 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.272. 

* bid. For: Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, 
United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Ethiopia, France, Greece, Honduras, Iceland, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicara- 
gua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Siam, Turkey. 
Against: Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Burma, Byelorussian S.S.R., Czechoslovakia, 
Egypt, Guatemala, Haiti, Iraq, Israel, Lebanon, Pakistan, 
Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian §.8.R. Abstain- 
ing: China, El Salvador, India, Philippines, Sweden. 

Ibid. Subparagraph 1 (c) provided for Italian Trus- 
teeship in Tripolitania at the end of 1951. It will be noted 
that it did not obtain the two-thirds needed to ensure 
eventual passage in the plenary. For: Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Argentina, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland. 
Against: Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Pakistan, Philippines, 
Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., 
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Burma, Byelorussian §.S.R., Czecho- 
slovakia, Egypt. Abstaining: Israel, Siam, Sweden, Tur- 
key, Australia, China, El Salvador, Haiti, India. For: 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicara- 
gua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Vene- 
zuela, Argentina, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Re- 
public, Ecuador, El Salvador, France, Greece, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Iceland. Against: Irag, Lebanon, Pakistan, 
Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Syria, Ukrainian 
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amended by Ethiopia, was then approved by 36 to 
14, with 7 abstentions on a show of hands vote. 
Thereafter, the resolution as a whole obtained 
Committee endorsement by 34 votes to 16, with 
7 abstentions, or barely over two-thirds.” 

As its final act, Committee I then approved, by 
a vote of 34 to 0, with 15 abstentions, the Chilean 
resolution,”® providing that the Economic and 
Social Council give appropriate attention to the 
“economic development and social progress” of 
the former Italian colonies. Over a month of in- 
tensive work on this subject by the Committee 
had reached an end. 


Vi. CONSIDERATION IN PLENARY MEETINGS 


On May 17 the Assembly began consideration 
of the issue in its concluding plenary sessions. 
After Mr. Sarper (Turkey), rapporteur of the 
First Committee, had presented the Committee’s 
report * with its accompanying resolutions, a con- 
siderable discussion took place with various dele- 
gations reasserting in the main the positions they 
had maintained in the Committee. 

Mr. Drohojowski (Poland) led off by assailing 
the procedure of the Sub-Committee, the decision 


S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Yemen, Yugoslavia, Burma, Byelorussian 
S.S.R., Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Ethiopia. Abstaining: 
ag Liberia, Sweden, Turkey, Australia, China, Haiti, 
ndia. 

"U.N. doc. A/C.1/SR.272. 

"Ibid. For: Iceland, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Siam, Turkey, Union of South Africa, 
United Kingdom, United States, Venezuela, Argentina, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Hon- 
duras. Against: Poland, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Yu- 
goslavia, Byelorussian S.S.R., Czechoslovakia. Abstain- 
ing: India, Iraq, Israel, Mexico, Pakistan, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Sweden, Syria, Uruguay, Yemen, Australia, 
Burma, China, Guatemala. 

“Ibid. For: Denmark, Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Ice- 
land, Lebanon, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Turkey, Union of South Africa, United Kingdom, United 
States, Belgium, Canada, Chile. Against: Ecuador, El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Israel, Mexico, Paraguay, 
Philippines, Poland, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Yugo- 
slavia, Argentina, Burma, Byelorussian S.S.R., China, 
Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia. Abstaining: Dominican 
Republic, Honduras, India, Iraq, Liberia, Nicaragua, Nor- 
way, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Saudi Arabia, Siam, Swe- 
den, Syria, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Australia, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Colombia. 

“Ibid. For: Venezuela, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 
Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, France, Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicara- 
gua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay. 
Against: Yemen, Yugoslavia, Burma, Byelorussian §.S.R., 
Czechoslovakia, Egypt, India, Iraq, Lebanon, Pakistan, 
Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian S.S.R., 
U.S.S.R. Abstaining: China, Haiti, Israel, Liberia, Siam, 
Sweden, Turkey. 

* Toid. 

* U.N. doc. A/878, May 14, 1949. 
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of Committee I, and the so-called “Bevin-Sforza 
agreement” which had facilitated the development 
of the Sub-Committee’s draft. Mr. Drohojow- 
ski’s lengthy statement was sprinkled liberally 
with accusations of bad faith and hyprocritical 
behavior against the United Kingdom and the 
United States. He argued that the Bevin-Sforza 
formula could have no legal basis and that the As- 
sembly should a it or any proposals of a sim- 
ilar nature.” Not content with that, Mr. Droho- 
jowski then launched into an unrestrained denun- 
ciation of Britain’s whole colonial record, of the 
supposed resurgence of Fascism in Italy, and of 
the allegedly suspicious interest of the United 
States in the Mediterranean. Poland, he said, 
wanted to be sure that the peoples of these terri- 
tories would obtain independence and would “take 
a strong stand on behalf of peoples who are still 
under colonial or semi-colonial rule.”*” 

General Romulo (Philippines), making it clear 
that his delegation had no intention of making 
propaganda or Ya. Fike up hatreds, regarded the 
issue as one of “moral imperatives,” since posterity 
would inexorably judge the decision affecting the 
destiny of human beings. Although his first pref- 
erence would have been for the immediate inde- 
pendence of a unified Libya and his second pref- 
erence for a direct United Nations trusteeship for 
that entire area, General Romulo said that his dele- 
gation was willing to see a single-power trustee- 
ship for that whole territory under the United 
Kingdom “which had liberated India, Burma and 
Ceylon.” The Philippines would also support a 
form of trusteeship agreeable to the inhabitants 
of Somaliland and would favor recognition of 
Ethiopia’s claims to a part of Eritrea where ethnic 
and religious factors warranted.” 

The delegate of Pakistan, Sir Zafrullah Khan, 
applauded the Philippine statement and main- 
tained that the First Committee’s resolution ran 
counter to the wishes of the inhabitants as ex- 
pressed before the Committee. He wondered what 
would be the role of British forces in Tripolitania 
if, at the time of transfer of administration to 
Italy, the inhabitants were prepared to resist the 
latter. He opposed anything which might leave 
the door open to eventual partition of Libya or 
Eritrea and said that the United Nations should 
try to settle problems, not start new ones. In con- 
clusion Sir Zafrullah submitted a proposal amount- 
ing to an altered version of one made earlier by 
Australia. His suggestion was to defer a final 
decision until the September session when the 
Assembly could act on a report prepared by a spe- 
cial committee of investigation of seven members 
to be appointed by the President of the Assembly.®° 

The representatives of Syria, Iraq, and Saudi 
Arabia took the floor at the 217th plenary meeting, 


™ No one, of course, had claimed that the Bevin-Sforza 
formula had any “legal basis” before the Assembly. 

*® U.N. doc. A/PV.216. 

"U.N. doc A/PV.216. 

U.N. doc. A/PV.216 and A/889. 
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May 17, to voice their opposition to the Committee 
proposals. Rafik Asha (Syria) feared that adop. 
tion of the Committee plan would “aggravate and 
widen the gulf,” observing that on the colonies 
issue the delegations of Asia had ranged them- 
selves on one side, the delegations of Western 
Europe and of the American continents on the 
other. He would support the Iraqi proposal.® 
Mr. Bakr (Iraq) said that it would run counter to 
the march of events “if a desperate return is now 
staged to the discarded methods of the unhappy 
past.” If the United Nations “were directed to- 
wards a perilous course of daring the inevitable 
currents of history,” which were bound up with 
the awakening of peoples everywhere to their 
rights, that would represent a grave lack of states- 
manship.” Mr. Bakr said his delegation had al- 
ready submitted to the Assembly its draft resolu- 
tion for the immediate independence of a unified 
Libya. Mr. Dajani (Saudi Arabia) expressed 
similar views“ and said that his delegation be- 
lieved that the Pakistan proposal for study by a 
special committee would pave the way for a cor- 
rect solution. In a passing reference to Palestine, 
he warned against any step by the General As- 
sembly which might create “another area of strife 
in the Middle East.” 

The Soviet, Czechoslovak, and Ukrainian dele- 
gates also made statements at the 217th plenar 
meeting. In a very lengthy address, Mr. Mali 
(U.S.S.R.), like the delegate of Poland, charged 
that the First Committee’s resolution had been 
“cooked up behind the backs of the Assembly.” 
The Soviet delegate again heaped blame on the 
United States and the United Kingdom for lack 
of four-power agreement on the colonies and ac- 
cused them of trying to “lay their hands” on the 
territories. The Soviet resolution, he said, would 
be put forward in the Assembly as it had been in 
the Committee. According to Mr. Malik, the 
Committee resolution represented an attempt by 
the “Anglo-American bloc” to impose its will on 
the Assembly.** 

Mr. Houdek (Czechoslovakia), in less flamboy- 
ant language, argued along similar lines and de- 
clared against any “redistribution of the non-self- 
governing territories after the fashion of the set- 
tlement which had followed the First World 
War.” * Mr. Tarasenko (Ukrainian §S.S.R.) ad- 
hered to the same themes and extolled the alleged 
virtues of the Soviet proposals. 

It should not be forgotten, said the Chilean 
delegate, that the Charter provides, under the trus- 
war system, a period of preparation and guid- 
ance for peoples approaching but not ready for 
independence. Mr. Santa Cruz repudiated the 
suggestion that British and American pressure had 


"U.N. doc. A/PV.217. 
" Ibid. 

"U.N. doc. A/875. 
“U.N. doc. A/PV.217. 
* Ibid. 

* Ibid. 
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been exerted on the Latin American delegations to 
ain their acceptance of the Committee’s draft 
resolution. Although willing, between Assembly 
sessions, to have a commission examine the matter 
of the disposition of western Eritrea on which the 
Committee draft was silent, he otherwise sup- 
rted that draft.*7 The Belgian delegate then 
pointed out that the Committee draft admittedly 
represented a compromise involving concessions on 
the part of all the interested parties and therefore 
could not give full satisfaction to anyone. In 
choosing between the Committee proposals and the 
rolongation of regimes of military occupation, 
which was apparently the alternative, both the 
provisions of the Charter and the interests of the 
inhabitants would be better served by adoptin 
the Committee draft. Mr. van Langenhove (Bel- 
gium) also pointed out that trusteeship adminis- 
tra by a single state was just as correct under the 
Charter as one by several states or by the 
Organization.* 

In the name of the peoples of Africa, said Mr. 
Cooper (Liberia), his delegation appealed for rec- 
ognition of the right to self-determination for the 

pulations concerned. Although the idea ot 

talian trusteeship in Tripolitania even for a few 
years after 1951 was distasteful to his delegation. 
it could accept the Committee draft provided that 
15 years be set as a time limit on Italian trustee- 
ship for Somaliland, “after which time the General 
Assembly will consider whether the inhabitants 
have made sufficient progress toward independ- 
ence.” %° 

In summing up the United States attitude, Mr. 
Austin emphasized the need to assure the peoples 
of the territories in question “a prompt transition 
from war-time to peace-time administration.” The 
Committee proposals sought to attain major Char- 
ter objectives, while reconciling as far as possible 
the conflicting views expressed in the Assembly. 
This was not colonization or colonialism, overt or 
concealed. To those who had questioned the prob- 
ability of early Libyan independence, Mr. Austin 
pointed out that the resolution required such in- 
dependence in 10 years unless, at that time, the 
Assembly should decide otherwise by a two-thirds 
vote. Thus, any state attempting to challenge 
such independence 10 years later would have a 
heavy "oes of proof placed upon it. 

The references to unity, said Mr. Austin, were 
not taken lightly by his delegation. The trustee- 
ship agreements to be worked out would require 
the approval of the Assembly which would surely 
satisfy itself that the basic objectives of the trustee- 
ship system and especially the interests of the in- 
habitants would be properly served. Agreements 
to implement a decision transferring Eritrea minus 
the western province to Ethiopia would be worked 


* U.N. doc. A/PV.217. 
® Thid. 
© Thid. 
© Toid. 
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out by a United Nations body, the Interim Com- 
mittee, and would be reviewed by the Assembly. 
Mr. Austin wondered how such action could be 
called “imperialism.” He then stated that the 
United States would support an Egyptian amend- 
ment * which would provide unqualifiedly for the 
independence of Libya 10 years after the date of 
the adoption of the resolution. The United States 
also fully agreed with the spirit of the Liberian 
amendment but suggested that a period of about 
25 years” would be needed before independence 
could be anticipated for Somaliland. Finally, Mr. 
Austin expressed support for the Egyptian amend- 
ment * which mse restore the provision, origin- 
ally contained in the Sub-Committee 15 draft but 
eliminated during Committee I voting, for the in- 
corporation of the western province of Eritrea into 
the Sudan.™ 

China’s summation included a comparative eval- 
uation of the merits of single power, multipower, 
and direct United Nations trusteeship. Mr. Koo 
again stated his government’s preference for the 
latter. China could not feel that the wishes of 
the inhabitants were reflected in the choice of the 
states for whom individual trusteeships were pro- 
vided in the Committee proposals.* 

Defending the Committee draft resolution, Mr. 
Chauvel (France) said that its main lines were 
in accord with the welfare of the population, the 
improvement of their conditions, and the main- 
tenance of international peace and security. The 
territories all needed further preparation, he be- 
lieved, for independence although Libya was more 
advanced than the others. Libyan unity, though 
not a fact historically, would nevertheless be pro- 
moted by adoption of the Committee proposals 
since coordination of the administration of its 
three parts would take place. Adoption of the: 
Committee plan or postponement appeared the 
only alternatives ual France believed postpone- 
ment would bar early steps to place the territories 
on the road to sound development. France, said 
Mr. Chauvel, “would have taken a categorical stand 
against any resolution which proved unacceptable 
to the Italian people.” However, a compromise 
had emerged which would serve the cause of peace 
and settle one of the most controversial questions 
of international politics.” 

The last of the great power delegates to sum up 
his country’s position was Sir Alexander Cadogan 
(United Kingdom). Like others, he admitted 
that the Committee plan was not perfect but 
thought that it represented the best solution on 
which agreement might possibly be reached. He 
repudiated the Soviet intimation that the Commit- 


"This was the first of a number of proposed Egyptian 
amendments to the Committee draft and appears in U.N. 
doc. A/885. 

* Argentina, Brazil and Peru had also suggested ap- 
proximately 25 years. 

* Also contained in U.N. doc. A/885. 

“U.N. doc. A/PV.217. 

* U.N. doc. A/PV.217. 

* Ibid. 
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tee proposals represented a maneuver or an at- 
tempt to impose a solution on the Assembly. He 
pointed out that examination of the record of the 
First Committee would show that many delega- 
tions had supported ideas now embodied in the 
Committee draft. Sir Alexander justified the 
development of a compromise between the orig- 
inal British draft and the Latin American pro- 
posals, pointing out that a suitable arrangement 
for Tripolitania had presented the greatest diffi- 
culty. Britain felt that Italy, by immediately 
showing her capacity and benevolence in Somali- 
land, could dissipate any apprehension among the 
Tripolitanians over her anticipated trust adminis- 
tration in their territory after 1951. In conclu- 
sion, the British delegate said that there was an 
imperative need to encourage the growth of a 
native administration in Tripolitania by placing 
native officials into a number of administrative 
posts. He was sure the proposed Advisory Coun- 
cil would concur. Britain had, hitherto, labored 
under restrictions imposed by the Hague Conven- 
tion, but after the Assembly’s decision, if British 
administration continued there, more constructive 
steps would be taken to provide for the well-being 
and political development of the territory.” 

At the 218th meeting, May 17, the delegations 
of Egypt, Peru, Byelorussia, Cuba, and Turkey 
made statements before the voting began. Mr. 
Fawzi Bey ( Egypt) spoke rireses Bes in behalf 
of his delegation’s amendments for a five-power 
collective trusteeship in Libya as a whole and for 
a similar trusteeship of 7 states in Somaliland. 
Mr. Sarper (Turkey) explained that, after care- 
ful consideration, his government would not wish 
to serve on the Advisory Council for Tripolitania, 
as provided for in the Committee resolution.” 
Turkey had abstained in the Committee vote on 
that part of the resolution and felt that a state 
which had voted affirmatively would be better 
fitted to serve on the Advisory Council. The 
Cuban delegate, Mr. Gutierrez, defended the Com- 
mittee resolution but again raised the question of 
making clear provision for the western province 
of Eritrea. 

Cuba joined with Uruguay and Costa Rica in 
proposing an amendment in the form of an adden- 
dum calling for Interim Committee study of the 
future of the western province, with that area 
to continue in the status quo, pending the As- 
sembly’s consideration of the Interim Committee 
report.?, The Peruvian delegate, Mr. Belaunde, 

" Ibid. 

* See U.N. doc. A/885. The amendment on Libya sug- 
gested Egypt, France, Saudi Arabia, the United King- 
dom, and the United States. For Somaliland Egypt sug- 
gested herself, Ethiopia, France, Italy, Pakistan, United 
Kingdom, and the United States. 

* In par. 1 (c). 

7 U.N. doc. A/PV. 218. 

* U.N. doc. A/892. After the defeat of the emasculated 
Committee draft, Cuba, Costa Rica, and Uruguay ex- 
panded their proposal into a draft resolution calling for 


reference of the entire colonies problem to the Interim 
Committee (Little Assembly). 
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urged adoption of the Committee draft, maintain. 
ing that a collective trusteeship would excessively 
diffuse responsibility and that it would require “g 
world situation of the kind which we do not enjoy 
now.”* On the other hand, the Syelorussian 


representative, Mr. Kisselev, indulged in a final 
denunciation of “colonialism” and of the Com. 
mittee draft which, he declared, amounted to that4 
The debate on the entire question was then closed 
and the Assembly began to vote on the several 
draft resolutions and amendments before it. 


General Assembly Voting 


Assembly President Evatt reminded the dele- 
gates that, as an “important question,” indeed one 
of the most important ever to come before the As- 
sembly, any resolution on the disposition of the 
former Italian colonies would require a two-thirds 
majority of those present and voting. He then 
explained that he proposed to take the recommen- 
dations of Committee I as “the basic document for 
the purpose of reaching a decision.” Suggested 
amendments to various parts of the Committee 
draft would be voted on before the particular par- 
agraph or subparagraph in question, but other 
draft resolutions on the entire problem would be 
voted upon later.® 

As it emerged from Committee I, the draft reso- 
lution under consideration read as follows: ° 


The General Assembly, 

In accordance with Annex XI, paragraph 38, of the 
Treaty of Peace with Italy, 

HAVING CONSIDERED the relevant provisions of the Char- 
ter, 

HAVING STUDIED the question of the disposal of the for- 
mer Italian Colonies, 

HAVING TAKEN note in particular of the Report of the 
Four Power Commission of Investigation, and having heard 
organizations representing substantial sections of opinion 
in the territories concerned, 

Recommends 

1. That Libya be granted independence ten years from 
the date of the adoption of this Resolution, unless the 
General Assembly then decides that this step is not ap- 
propriate at this time. 


(a) that Cyrenaica be placed under the International 
Trusteeship System, with the United Kingdom as the ad- 
ministering authority, without prejudice to its incorpora- 
tion in a united Libya, 

(b) that the Fezzan be placed under the International 
Trusteeship System, with France as the administering au- 
thority also without prejudice to its incorporation in a 
united Libya, 

(c) that Tripolitania be placed under the Interna- 
tional Trusteeship System by the end of 1951, with Italy 


* U.N. doc. A/PV. 218. 

* Ibid. 

*Ibid. Dr. Evatt carefully outlined the intended pro- 
cedure after the Soviet delegate had maintained that the 
Soviet draft resolution should be voted upon before the 
Committee I draft. In accordance with Assembly pro- 
cedure, when more than one amendment to a particular 
portion of the draft resolution had been advanced, the 
amendment furthest removed in substance from the basic 
draft would be voted on first. 

*U.N. doe. A/C.1/476. 
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as the administering authority, also without prejudice 
to its incorporation in a united Libya. During the interim 

riod, the present British temporary administration shall 
continue, with the assistance of an Advisory Council con- 
sisting of representatives of Turkey, France, Italy, the 
United Kingdom, the United States, and a representative 
of the people of the territory. The Advisory Council 
should determine its scope and duties in consultation with 
the Administering Authority. 


That the Powers charged with the administration of 
the three territories take all necessary measures to pro- 
mote the co-ordination of their activities in order that 
nothing be done to prejudice the attainment of an inde- 
pendent Libyan State. The Trusteeship Council will be 
responsible for supervising the execution of this provision. 

2 That former Italian Somaliland be placed under the 
International Trusteeship System with a view to its inde- 
pendence with Italy as the Administering Authority. 

8. That Eritrea, except for the Western Province, be 
incorporated into Ethiopia, under terms and conditions 
set forth below, to include the provision of appropriate 
guarantees for the protection of minorities and, without 
prejudice to the sovereignty of Ethiopia, appropriate muni- 
cipal charters for the cities of Asmara and Massawa. 

4. That agreements and instruments designed to give 
effect to the foregoing recommendations in accordance with 
the purposes and principles of the Charter and the provi- 
sions of the Treaty of Peace with Italy be submitted for 
the subsequent approval of the Fourth Regular Session 
of the General Assembly (except those for Tripolitania, 
which shall be submitted to the Sixth Regular Session) ; 
that the Trusteeship Council, where trusteeship is con- 
cerned, and otherwise the Interim Committee, be author- 
ized to represent the General Assembly in working out 
such agreements, in cooperation with Italy, where Ital- 
ian interests are concerned and with the States involved 
where boundaries are concerned, and that, in the case of 
Libya, the trusteeship agreements so to be submitted 
provide for such adequate inter-territorial administration 
relationships as will promote the attainment of an inde- 
pendent, unified Libyan State. 


In voting on the Committee draft, the General 
Assembly also had to vote on several written 
amendments to portions of that draft, submitted 
respectively by Iraq, Egypt, and Liberia. Addi- 
tional amendments, advanced orally during the 
actual voting process, were also considered. 

The Iraqi amendment sought entirely to change 
paragraph 1 of the Committee draft into a simple 
recommendation that, “in view of the fact that 
Libya has reached an adequate stage of develop- 
ment enabling her to become a sovereign State, it 
be granted immediate independence.” * 

The document containing the Egyptian amend- 
ments § called for five distinct changes in language 
in various paragraphs of the Committee draft. 
The first Egyptian amendment asked deletion 
from rane 1 of the phrase “unless the Gen- 
eral Assembly then decides that this step is not 
appropriate at this time.” In effect, this amend- 
ment would have meant a categorical and unquali- 
fied Assembly decision for the independence of 
Libya at the end of 10 years. Secondly, Egypt 
sought elimination of all the rest of paragraph 1 
which dealt with various arrangements for Cyr- 
enaica, the Fezzan, and Tripolitania. She asked 
instead that a united Libya be placed under the 


TU.N. doc. A/875/Corr.1. 
* U.N. doc. A/885. 
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international trusteeship system with Egypt, 
France, Saudi Arabia, the United Kingdom, and 
the United States as the administering authorities. 
A third Agena amendment sought to provide 
that a similar multipower trust administration for 
10 years be applied to Italian Somaliland, with 
Egypt, Ethiopia, France, Italy, Pakistan, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States as the 
administering authorities. By the fourth amend- 
ment, Egypt sought to restore, at the end of 
paragraph 3 of the Cimmittee draft, a phrase pro- 
viding that the western province of Eritrea “be 
incorporated in the adjacent Sudan.” The fifth 
Egyption amendment called for the deletion from 
paragraph 4 of the Committee draft of language 
reflecting the contemplated special treatment of 
Tripolitania and of other language providing that, 
in the working out of necessary agreements, the 
Trusteeship Council or the Interim Committee 
would do so “in cooperation with Italy where 
Italian interests are concerned.” 

The Liberian amendment *® sought to revise the 
provisions on Italian Somaliland by a plan for 
15 years of Italian trusteeship administration, 
after which the Assembly would “consider 
whether the inhabitants have made sufficient prog- 
ress to warrant their independence.” 

These amendments were taken up in the proper 
order in connection with voting, paragraph by 
paragraph, on the text of the basic Committee 
draft resolution. The Iraqi amendment, for the 
immediate independence of Libya, was voted on 
first. It failed of adoption by a vote of 23 in 
favor, 27 against, and 9 abstentions.” Next, the 
first Egyptian amendment, providing for the un- 
conditional independence of Libya after 10 years, 
without further review by the General Assembly, 
was put to the vote. It was adopted, having ob- 
tained 35 votes in favor, 16 against, with 8 ab- 
stentions.” 


®°U.N. doc. A/886. 

U.N. doc. A/PV.218. For: Philippines, Poland, Saudi 
Arabia, Syria, Turkey, Ukranian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Burma, Byelorussian S.S.R., 
China, Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Haiti, India, 
Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Pakistan. Against: Pana- 
ma, Paraguay, Peru, Union of South Africa, United King- 
dom, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Argentina, 
Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colom- 
bia, Denmark, France, Greece, Honduras, Iceland, Luxem- 
bourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Norway. Abstaining: Siam, Sweden, Cuba, Dominican 
Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Guatemala, 
Israel. 

“U.N. doc. A/PV.218. For: Egypt, Ethiopia, Greece, 
Guatemala, Haiti, India, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Lebanon, Li- 
beria, Mexico, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, Siam, Syria, Turkey, Ukrainian S.S.R., 
U.S.S.R., United States, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, 
Burma, Byelorussian S.S.R., China, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic. 
Against: Ecuador, France, Honduras, Iceland, Luxem- 
bourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Paraguay, Peru, Union 
of South Africa, United Kingdom, Argentina, Australia, 
Belgium, Bolivia, Canada. Abstaining: El Salvador, 
Nicaragua, Panama, Sweden, Uruguay, Venezuela, Brazil, 
Chile. 
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The second Egyptian amendment, providing for 
a 10-year trusteeship over'a united Libya, with a 
five-power administration, was then voted upon. 
It obtained only limited support, failing of adop- 
tion by 10 in favor, 41 against, and 8 abstentions.” 
The Assembly then turned to the first operative 
paragraph of the First Committee resolution, as 
amended by Egypt. Since the first Egyptian 
amendment had cele obtained Assembly ap- 
proval, Dr. Evatt did not feel it necessary to take 
a roll-call vote on the same language now incorpo- 
rated in the basic text. The revised paragraph 1 
of the Committee draft therefore was voted on by 
a show of hands, and passed by 48 to 8, with 1 
abstention.“ 

Voting then took place on pumapares 1 (a) and 
1 (0) of the Committee draft, the former provid- 
ing for a British trusteeship in Cyrenaica “without 
prejudice to its incorporation in a united Libya,” 
the latter recommending a French trusteeship in 
the Fezzan, similarly without prejudice to the ulti- 
mate unity of Libya. Paragraph 1 (a) was 
adopted by 36 in favor, 17 against, with 6 absten- 
tions. Paragraph 1 (b) was approved by 
nearly the same vote, obtaining 36 in favor, 15 
against, and 7 abstentions. 

Prior to voting on paragraph 1 (c),'* there was 
some discussion as to the composition of the pro- 


* U.N. doc. A/PV.218. For: Pakistan, Philippines, Saudi 
Arabia, Syria, Yemen, Afghanistan, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Leb- 
anon. Against: Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, 
Ukrainian S.S8.R., Union of South Africa, U.S.S.R., United 
Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, 
Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Byelorussian S.S.R., Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, El Salvador, France, Greece, Guatemala, Hon- 
duras, Iceland, India, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua. Abstaining: Siam, Sweden, 
Turkey, China, Ethiopia, Haiti, Israel, Liberia. 

* U.N. doc. A/PV.218. 

*Ibid. For: Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
France, Greece, Honduras, Iceland, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Siam, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Ven- 
ezuela, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canada, Chile. Against: Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Guate- 
mala, Haiti, Iraq, Israel, Lebanon, Pakistan, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Yemen, 
Yugoslavia, Burma, Byelorussian S.S.R. Abstaining: 
China, India, Iran, Philippines, Sweden, Afghanistan. 

* Ibid. For: United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, Do- 
minican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
France, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, 
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Union of 
South Africa. Against: Yemen, Yugoslavia, Burma, 
Byelorussian S.S.R., Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Iraq, Leb- 
anon, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Syria, 
Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R. Abstaining: China, India, 
Iran, Israel, Siam, Sweden, Turkey. 

* Dealing with a proposed Italian trusteeship in Tripoli- 
tania after 1951 and providing a six-member Advisory 
Council to assist the Italian administration in that 
territory. 
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jected Advisory Council, in view of Turkey’s state. 
ment of nonavailability. President Evatt sug- 
gested, and Argentina’s Mr. Arce formally moved, 
that the proposed Council be reduced to five mem- 
bers, simply omitting Turkey.” This proposal 
was approved by 26 to 10, with 13 abstentions.'* 

The paragraph was then further amended, at 
the suggestion of Iran, so that the Advisory Coun- 
cil would consist of representatives of France, 
Italy, the United Kingdom, and the United States 
and two representatives of the people of the ter- 
ritory. The latter suggestion was declared 
adopted by 20 to 12, with 22 abstentions, Presj- 
dent Evatt ruling that a mere majority for such 
an amendment was sufficient, since the Assembly 
would still have to pass on the entire proposal 
with the amendment added.” 

As amended, ‘amp cr 1 (c), dealing with Tri- 
politania, was then put to the vote. The vote was 
33 in favor, 17 against, with 8 abstentions.” It 
thus failed of adoption because the necessary two- 
thirds was lacking. 

A problem then arose of how to treat the last 
subparagraph of paragraph 1 which spoke of co- 
ordination of activities among the powers which 
would administer the three parts of Libya so as 
not to prejudice ultimate unity. Since the Assem- 
bly had rejected the subparagraph on Tripolita- 
nia, eal delegations maintained that it would 
be improper to speak of coordination among the 
powers administering the three parts of Libya 
when the Assembly was actually designating ad- 
ministering powers for only Cyrenaica and the 
Fezzan.” 

Mr. Austin (United States) reasoned that the 
intended coordination would still apply to all 
three areas since the temporary British adminis- 
tration in Tripolitania would have to continue un- 


U.N. doc. A/PV.218. In that connection, there was a 
rather acid exchange between Mr. Drohojowski (Poland) 
and Mr. Sarper (Turkey). The former claimed that Tur- 
key’s withdrawal from candidacy for membership on the 
Advisory Council caused the whole plan to fall to the 
ground; Mr. Drohojowski sought to read into Mr. Sarper’s 
statement of his country’s nonavailability a distaste for 
what he called “the dirty work.” Mr. Sarper sharply re- 
minded the Polish delegate that he received instructions 
from the Turkish Government and needed no one to inter- 
pret for him his earlier statement on the matter. 

* Toid. 

* Ibid. 

*U.N. doc. A/PV.218. For: United States, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, France, 
Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Union of South Africa, United 
Kingdom. Against: Yemen, Yugoslavia, Burma, Byelo- 
russian 8.8.R., Czechoslovakia, Egypt, Haiti, India, Iraq, 
Lebanon, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, 
Syria, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R. Abstaining: China, 
Ethiopia, Iran, Israel, Liberia, Siam, Sweden, Turkey. 

* This meant that the British administration in Tripoli- 
tania would continue until some later Assembly decision 
but solely under peace treaty authorization and not as a 
definitive settlement by the General Assembly. 
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til the Assembly found a suitable solution.” Tech- 
nical objections, however, were still raised by Gua- 
temala and Iran, while the Soviet delegation as- 
serted that the controversial paragraph could not 
be voted upon at all because it no longer corres- 
onded with the preceding parts of paragraph 1.” 
he — met by an amendment proposed 
by the Mexican representative, Padilla Nervo, 
making it plain that, although the Assembly was 
not granting the United Kingdom the administra- 
tion of Tripolitania, it would recognize the actual 
responsibility of Britain in that territory and 
would require coordination of Tripolitanian af- 
fairs with those of Cyrenaica and the Fezzan.™ 
The Mexican amendment was approved by a vote 
of 21 in favor, 8 against, and 29 abstentions. The 
paragraph on coordination, as amended, was then 
put to the vote and was adopted by practically an 
identical vote of 21 to 9, with 28 abstentions.” 
The Assembly now approached paragraph 2 of 
the Committee draft providing for vtalian trustee- 
ship over Italian Somaliland. It first rejected, by 
a show of hands, a vote of 11 in favor, 40 against, 
and 6 abstentions, an Egyptian amendment calling 
for a 7-power trust administration of that terri- 
tory for a 10-year period.” Next, a joint amend- 
ment by Argentina, Brazil, and Peru, proposing 
a 25-year period of 'trusteeship in Sentabianh, in- 
stead of 15 years as suggested in the Liberian 
amendment, was defeated by 3 in favor, 39 against, 
and 16 abstentions.* The Liberian amendment, 


“U.N. doc. A/PV.218. 

*% Thid. 

“U.N. doc. A/PV.218. The Mexican amendment cast the 
final subparagraph of paragraph 1 in the following lan- 
guage: “That the powers charged with the administration 
of Cyrenaica and the Fezzan, and the power administering 
Tripolitania take all necessary measures to promote the 
coordination of their activities in order that nothing be 
done to prejudice the attainment of an independent Libyan 
state. The Trusteeship Council will be responsible for 
supervising the execution of this provision.” 

* U.N. doc. A/PV.218. For: Turkey, Union of South Af- 
rica, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Australia, 
Belgium, Canada, Costa Rica, Denmark, Ethiopia, Greece, 
Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland, Liberia, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway. Against: 
Ukrainian §.S.R., U.S.S.R., Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Ar- 
gentina, Byelorussian §8.S8.R., Czechoslovakia, Poland. 
Abstaining: Sweden, Syria, Yemen, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Burma, Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, Dominican Repub- 
lic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, France, Haiti, India, 
Iran, Iraq, Israel, Lebanon, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Siam. 

* This time Ecuador changed from an abstention to a 
negative vote. 

U.N. doc. A/PV.218. 

*U.N. doc. A/PV.218. For: Peru, Argentina, Brazil. 
Against: Byelorussian §.S.R., Canada, China, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Cuba, Denmark, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Iceland, India, Iraq, Israel, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Mexico, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nor- 
way, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Philippines, Poland, 
Saudi Arabia, Siam, Syria, Turkey, Ukrainian §.S.R., 
U.S.S.R., United Kingdom, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 
Australia, Burma. Abstaining: Chile, Dominican Re- 
public, Ecuador, France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iran, 
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specifying a 15-year time limit on trusteeship, ob- 
tained greater support but failed by a vote of 19 
in favor, 23 against, with 9 abstentions.” The 
text of paragraph 2 as contained in the original 
Committee I draft was then put to the vote. As 
had been the case with the paragraph on Tripoli- 
tania, the paragraph on Ttelian omaliland failed 
rather narrowly to obtain two-thirds approval by 
a vote of 35 in favor, 19 against, with 4 ab- 
stentions.®° 

The third paragraph of the First Committee’s 
draft was next to be voted upon. It provided for 
incorporation of all of Eritrea except the “west- 
ern” province into Ethiopia, with guaranties for 
the protection of minorities and municipal char- 
ters for Asmara and Massawa. Paragraph 3 was 
adopted with 37 affirmative votes, 11 against, and 
10 abstentions." By a vote of 22 in favor, 28 
against, and 8 abstentions, the Assembly rejected 
the Egyptian amendment which sought to provide 
for incorporation of the western province into the 
“adjacent Sudan.” * 

There remained for consideration paragraph 4 
of the basic draft resolution, providing for Trus- 
teeship Council or Interim Committee negotiation, 
as appropriate, of the agreements and instruments 
designed to give effect to the Assembly’s recom- 
mendations on the several territories. One of 
three amendments proposed by Egypt to this para- 
graph was withdrawn by that country’s delega- 


Luxembourg, Netherlands, Sweden, Union of South 
Africa, United States, Uruguay, Belgium, Bolivia. 

* U.N. doc» A/PV.218. The vote was by show of hands. 

* Ibid. For: Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Den- 
mark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, France, 
Greece, Guatemala, Honduras, Iceland, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Siam, Turkey, Union of South 
Africa, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Vene- 
zuela. Against: Burma, Byelorussian 8.S8.R., Czechoslo- 
vakia, Egypt, Ethiopia, Haiti, India, Iraq, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Pakistan, Philippines, Poland, Saudi Arabia, 
Syria, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Yemen, Yugoslavia. 

“U.N. doc. A/PV.218. For: Argentina, Australia, Bel- 
gium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 
Cuba, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, France, Greece, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Iran, 
Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Siam, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States. 
Against: Burma, Byelorussian §S.S.R., Czechoslovakia, 
Iraq, Pakistan, Poland, Saudi Arabia, Ukrainian S.S.R., 
Union of South Africa, U.S.S.R., Yugoslavia. Abstain- 
ing: China, Ecuador, Guatemala, India, Israel, Sweden, 
Syria, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen. 

2 Ibid. For: Iceland, Iraq, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxem- 
bourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Pakistan, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Turkey, United Kingdom, United 
States, Yemen, Australia, Belgium, Canada, Egypt, Ethi- 
opia, France, Greece. Against: Honduras, Israel, Mexico, 
Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, Ukrainian 
S.S.R., Union of South Africa, U.S.S.R., Uruguay, Ven- 
ezuela, Yugoslavia, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Byelorussian §.S.R., China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salva- 
dor, Guatemala. Abstaining: India, Iran, Norway, Siam, 
Sweden, Chile, Denmark, Haiti. 
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tion. Two additional Egyptian amendments * 
were rejected by a counting of hands, by votes of 7 
in favor, 20 opposed, and 21 abstentions, and 7 in 
favor, 19 against, with 21 abstentions, respec- 
tively. President Evatt then put the original 
paragraph 4 to the vote; it obtained the required 
two-thirds with 29 in favor, 9 opposed, and 14 ab- 
stentions.* A brief discussion ensued in which 
several Latin American delegations, France, and 
the Union of South Africa announced their inten- 
tion of voting against the resolution as a whole, 
because of its loss of balance with the absence of 
the original plan for Italian trusteeship of Tripol- 
itania as an integral part of the solution for 
Libya.** The draft resolution, minus portions re- 
ferring to Tripolitania or Italian Somaliland, was 
then voted upon. It was decisively defeated by a 
vote of only 14 in favor, 37 opposed, with 7 absten- 
tions.* In the vote, 18 Latin American states 
which had supported the Committee draft more or 
less consistently at every stage now opposed the 
emasculated resolution. In contrast, Haiti felt 
able to vote for the revised Committee draft, hav- 
ing opposed the deleted sections consistently. 
Thereafter, the Assembly overwhelmingly ap- 

proved resolution B (based on a Chilean draft 

approved by Committee I), calling for due atten- 

tion by the Economic and Social Council to prob- 

lems of “economic development and social prog- 

ress” in the former Italian colonies. The vote was 
44 in favor, 0 opposed, and 7 abstentions.*® With 

the defeat of the now incomplete Committee draft 

resolution, the Assembly turned to other proposals, 

some old and some new, designed to achieve some 

kind of a solution—or means of solution—for 

the entire problem. 

The Soviet draft resolution, which had earlier 

been rejected in a paragraph by paragraph vote in 


*The amendment withdrawn sought deletion of the 
phrase “(except for Tripolitania, which shall be submitted 
to the sixth regular session)” from paragraph 4 on the 
ground that the earlier parts of the resolution.were now 
silent on Tripolitania. 

* These were designed to remove any special reference 
to “Italian interests” and to eliminate the words “inter- 
territorial” and “relationships” in the last part of para- 
graph 4 which related to projected trusteeship agreements 
for Libya. 

* U.N. doc. A/PV.218. 

* By show of hands. 

* U.N. doc. A/PV.218. The South African delegation 
also explained that it had earlier accepted union for most 
of Eritrea with Ethiopia reluctantly and on the supposi- 
tion that the rest of the original resolution would remain 
intact. 

Ibid. For: Iceland, Liberia, Netherlands, New Zea- 
land, Norway, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States, 
Australia, Canada, Denmark, Ethiopia, Greece, Haiti. 
Against: India, Iran, Israel, Lebanon, Mexico, Pakistan, 
Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Saudi 
Arabia, Syria, Ukrainian §.S.R., Uruguay, Venezuela, 
Yemen, Yugoslavia, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Byelorussian §8.8.R., Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, 
Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, France, Guatemala, Honduras. Abstaining: 
Iran, Luxembourg, Nicaragua, Siam, Sweden, Belgium, 
China. 

*® U.N. doc. A/PV. 218. 
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Committee I, was still formally before the As 
sembly. At the request of Mr. Malik 
(U.S.S.R.), the Assembly voted separately on the 
first paragraph which dealt with Libya. This 
was rejected by a show-of-hands vote of 14 jn 
favor, 33 opposed, and 6 abstentions. The re. 
maining portions of the Soviet plan were then 
voted upon together, also by a show of hands, 
They were also rejected with 12 in favor, 33 
against, and 5 abstentions.* Though at first ip- 
clining to insist on a vote on his delegation’s draft 
resolution as a whole, despite the negative vote 
on its parts, Mr. Malik did not press the point 
when Dr. Evatt explained that Assembly rules of 
procedure did not warrant such a course. 

Two additional draft resolutions remained for 
consideration, that of Pakistan and that presented 
prety by 18 Latin American delegations. The 

akistan proposal ** suggested means of prepar- 
ing a basis for Assembly action at its next regular 
session. It called for establishment of a 7-mem- 
ber Special Committee to examine and investigate 
the entire problem and to report such proposals 
as it felt appropriate to the Secretary-General by 
September 1, 1949. The Latin American pro- 
posal, formally submitted by the Argentine dele- 
gation on behalf of its other co-sponsors, was the 
same as the Latin American draft presented dur- 
ing the First Committee deliberations but not 
voted upon at that stage.*® It provided for sep- 
arate, five-power study groups to develop pro- 
posals, for consideration by the Fourth Assembly, 
on suitable trusteeship administration of the three 
territories for varying periods of time. In the 
case of Libya, the Latin American draft specified 
independence after 10 years, subject to review by 
the Assembly. In the case of Eritrea and Italian 
Somaliland, the Latin American draft cited in- 
dependence as the ultimate goal, with the implica- 
tion that Eritrea might attain such status some- 
what earlier than Somaliland. The draft also 
laid down the condition that, in developing pro 
posals for the application of international trustee 
ship in Eritrea, the “just claims” of Ethiopia 


“U.N. doc. A/881. The Soviet draft, it will be 
recalled, provided for direct United Nations trusteeships 
for all three of the former colonies, for 5 years in Libya 
and Eritrea, and for 10 years in Italian Somaliland. In 
each territory, there was to be an Advisory Council of 
9 members, consisting of representatives of 6 states and 
1 European and 2 indigenous residents of the particular 
territory. The Soviet plan called for the United King- 
dom, U.S.S.R., France, Italy, United States, and Egypt to 
serve on the Advisory Council for Libya; it would have 
placed the same states, with the substitution of Ethiopia 
for Egypt, on Advisory Councils for Eritrea and Italian 
Somaliland. The plan envisaged an Ethiopian outlet to 
the sea through Assab and provided for Security Council 
administration of such strategic points in the territories 
as the Council might so designate. 

“U.N. doc. A/PV. 218, 

* Thid. 

“U.N. doc. A/PV. 218. 

“U.N. doc. A/889. 

“U.N. doc. A/C.1/499 and A/8938. 
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should be taken into consideration.“ When Mr. 
Arce (Argentina) maintained that this Latin 
American draft had never been withdrawn, even 
though not voted on in Committee I, President 
Evatt pointed out that it would have to be circu- 
lated as an Assembly document and considered 
the next day.*? 

There followed a brief discussion of the Pakistan 
proposal for the Assembly’s own investigating 
commission. Poland, Turkey, Iran, and Argen- 
tina called attention to difficulties in accepting a 
proposal for such a commission without knowing 
what countries would be represented and how they 
were to be chosen. As the 218th plenary meeting 
moved toward adjournment, the Pakistan draft 
was finally put to a roll-call vote. It failed of ac- 
ceptance by 21 votes in favor, 28 against, and 9 
abstentions.** At 2:30 in the morning, the meeting 
adjourned, with the Latin American draft sched- 
uled for consideration the next afternoon. 

Early in the 219th plenary meeting, the dele- 
gations of Cuba, Uruguay, and Costa Rica pre- 
sented a revised proposal for submission of the 
entire problem of the disposition of the colonies 
to the Interim Committee which could then ap- 
point an investigating committee and which would 
report with recommendations to the next regular 
General Assembly session.“ This proposal oc- 
casioned a harsh attack on the Interim Committee, 
as such, by the Soviet and Polish delegations. Mr. 
Malik (U.S.S.R.) launched into yet another ha- 
rangue, professing to believe that the reason for 
the Assembly’s inability to reach a final decision 
had been the unwillingness of the United States 
and the United Kingdom to accept the Soviet pro- 
posals. Once more the Soviet spokesman flamboy- 
antly accused the two Western powers of peace 
treaty violations, of sabotaging great-power agree- 
ment on this and other problems, of conspiring 
to promote expansionist schemes, and of planning 
for the “looting and exploitation” of the colonies.” 


“Under the Latin American plan, the study and in- 
vestigating groups would be composed as follows: For 
Libya—Egypt, France, Italy, United Kingdom, United 
States; For Italian Somaliland—Ethiopia, France, Italy, 
United Kingdom, and United States; For Eritrea—Ethi- 
opia, France, Italy, United Kingdom, and the United 
States. 

“U.N. doe. A/PV. 218. 

“U.N. doc. A/PV. 218. For: Yemen, Australia, Burma, 
Denmark, Egypt, Haiti, India, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Lebanon, 
Liberia, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Philippines, 
Saudi Arabia, Siam, Syria, United Kingdom, United States. 
Against: Yugoslavia, Argentina, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Byelorussian S.S.R., Chile, China, Colombia, Cuba, Czecho- 
slovakia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, 
France, Guatemala, Honduras, Luxembourg, Mexico, 
Netherlands, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru, Poland, Ukrain- 
ian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Uruguay, Venezuela. Abstaining: 
Canada, Costa Rica, Ethiopia, Greece, Iceland, Panama, 
Sweden, Turkey, Union of South Africa. 

“U.N. doc. A/8)2. Since Cuba, Uruguay, and Costa 
Rica were listed among the original co-sponsors of the 
principal Latin American draft resolution, they were, in 
effect, advocating two separate means of developing a 
solution. 

U.N. doc. A/PV. 219. In making these charges, Mr. 
Malik apparently felt in no way inconvenienced by the 


September 12, 1949 


The Soviet delegate concluded by advocating 
— of further discussion until the 

ourth Assembly session. Further study of the 
issue by a particular body, he said, was useless and 
inappropriate. 

n the other hand, the delegation of Haiti, 
which had consistently opposed both the Commit- 
tee I draft and the principal Latin American pro- 
posal, stated its readiness to support reference of 
the problem to the Interim Committee.“ Mean- 
while, Poland had formally presented a draft ac- 
cording to which the Assembly would decide to 
postpone further consideration of the problem un- 
til its fourth session.” 

It remained for the Assembly to vote on the 
draft resolution of Cuba, Uruguay, and Costa 
Rica, on the draft Polish resolution, and—if neces- 
sary, the 19-nation Latin American draft. The 
first of these, providing for Interim Committee 
study, was voted upon by roll call. It was rejected 
with 21 in favor, 27 against, and 11 abstentions.* 
Immediately thereafter the Polish proposal, for 
postponement of further consideration until the 
next Assembly, was adopted without opposition. 
There were 51 votes in favor, 0 against, and 6 ab- 
stentions.* In view of this decision, there was no 
need of considering any other proposals such as the 
Latin American draft. Somewhat later in the 
afternoon of May 18, the second part of the Third 
Assembly session adjourned. 


Vil. Conclusion 


The Assembly had devoted a month and a half 
of solid and intensive work to consideration of this 
complicated question. The record unquestionably 
showed a considerable range of varying opinions 
on both major and minor facets of the problem. 
Nevertheless, the discussion served to bring out ad- 
ditional information and to suggest ways in which 
a greater adjustment of views might take place 
when consideration of the problem is resumed this 
fall. Member states previously without much 
contact with, or knowledge of, the former Italian 
colonies are now considerably better informed and 
better able to form balanced judgments on the is- 
sue. Member states more intimately connected 
with the problem and which entered the Assembly 
with more or less well-defined positions are better 
able to make necessary adjustments of their views 


fact that the Assembly had rejected the Soviet Union’s 
own proposals by very large majorities. Mr. Malik seemed 
chiefly interested in claiming some kind of Soviet success 
in blocking acceptance of the Western position, whereas 
developments at the Assembly showed that nonacceptance 
of that position was due predominately to other factors 
and the positions of other states. 

5. An argument stressed by the Haitian delegation was 
that the consultation by the Assembly of the views of the 
inhabitants of the former colonies had been incomplete 
and only of a preliminary nature. 

2 U.N. doc. A/PV.219. 

® U.N. doc. A/PV.219. 

* Ibid. 
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in the light of prevailing sentiment expressed in 
the Assembly on particular phases of the problem. 

That the Assembly was unable to reach a settle- 
ment last spring should occasion less surprise 
when the proportions and implications of the 
problem are squarely faced. Since it is being 
asked, in effect, to legislate on the disposition of 
sizable and important areas, the Assembly’s ulti- 
mate decision may well be the wiser for the addi- 
tional time needed to reach agreement. That de- 
cision will require the harmonizing of three broad 
and vital principles as originally laid down in 
annex XI of the Italian peace treaty. These are: 
(a) that due regard be shown for the wishes and 
welfare of the inhabitants of the territories; (b) 
that the settlement be in the interests of peace and 
security; and (c) that the views of interested 
governments be adequately considered. The Gov- 
ernments of the Big Four, during their efforts to 
reach agreement, were, therefore, under a treaty 
injunction to be guided by those principles. The 
General Assembly is bound only by the Charter, 
and in chapter XI of that instrument there is a 
far more comprehensive statement of principles 
by which the Organization and its members are to 
be guided in dealing with problems affecting the 
peoples of non-self-governing territories. Thus, 
the treaty language on these points is reinforced 
and amplified by the Charter’s “Declaration Re- 
garding Non-Self-Governing Territories” to which 
every member has subscribed and with which the 
Assembly, in dealing with the former Italian col- 
onies question, must make every effort to square 
its final decision. 

The task is enormously difficult, especially in 
the uncertain atmosphere prevailing in the world 
today. But if, as may be hoped, the General As- 
sembly is able to achieve a sound and wholesome 
balance between these vitally important princi- 
ples, without unduly subordinating any one of 
them to the others, it will have taken an historic 
step forward on the path of better international 
dealings and toward a stronger and more effective 
world organization for peace and security. 


United Nations Releases Economic 
Survey of Asia and the Far East 


The United Nations released in June a publica- 
tion entitled Economic Survey of Asia and the Far 
East 1948. The survey contains chapters on char- 
acteristics of Asian economy, population trends, 
and salient changes since the war; food and agri- 
culture, industry and mining, transport, and labor ; 
currency, banking, public finance, inflation and 
price movements; international trade, and balance 
of payments. 

opies of this publication (290 pp.) may be pur- 
chased from the International Documents Service, 
Columbia University Press, 2960 Broadway, New 
York 27, New York, for $2.00. 
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The U. S. in the U.N. 


This feature will not appear in this or the 
next issue of the Bu.iettn, but will be re- 
sumed after the opening of the General 
Assembly on September 20. 











United Nations Documents: 
A Selected Bibliography ' 


Security Council 


Cablegram dated 17 January 1949 from the Acting 
Mediator to the Secretary-General transmitting a 
communication to the President of the Security 
Council concerning the Palestine Conciliation Com. 
mission. §/1215, January 18, 1949. 2 pp. mimeo. 

Cablegram dated 25 January 1949 from the Acting Media- 
tor to the Secretary-General transmitting a Cease 
Fire Agreement approved by Egypt and the Pro- 
visional Government of Israel. 8/1225, January 25, 
1949. 2 pp. mimeo. 

Letter dated 24 January 1949 from the Secretary-Gen- 
eral to the President of the Security Council trans- 
mitting the text of a resolution concerning the 
Palestine Question adopted by the General Assembly 
at its 186th Meeting on 11 December 1948. §$/1226, 
January 26,1949. 4 pp. mimeo. 

Resolution adopted at the Four Hundred and Fourteenth 
Meeting of the Security Council on 4 March 1949 con- 
cerning the Application of Israel for Membership in 
the United Nations. 8/1277, March 7, 1949. 1 p, 
mimeo. 

Cablegram dated 11 March 1949 from the Acting Mediator 
to the Secretary-General transmitting the Text of a 
general Cease-Fire Agreement between Israel and 
Transjordan. S/1284, March 11, 1949. 2 pp. mimeo, 


Letter dated 14 March 1949 from the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations to the President of the Security 
Council transmitting the First Progress Report of the 
United Nations Conciliation Commission for Palestine 
[A/819.] S/1290, March 14, 1949. 1 p. mimeo. 

Cablegram dated 22 March 1949 from the Acting Media- 
tor to the Secretary-General transmitting a Supple- 
mentary Report on the Situation in the Southern 
Negev. 8/1295, March 23, 1949. 4 pp. mimeo. 

Letter dated 19 April 1949 from the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations to the President of the Security 
Council transmitting the Second Progress Report of 
the United Nations (Conciliation Commission for 
Palestine. [A/838.] S/1310, April 20, 1949. 1 p. 
mimeo, 

Letter dated 3 May 1949 from the Representative of Israel 
addressed to the President of the Security Council 
transmitting a Report on the assassination of Count 
Folke Bernadotte and Colonel Andre Serot. 8/1315, 
May 3, 1949. 5 pp. mimeo. 

Letter dated 21 June 1949 from the Secretary-General to 
the President of the Security Council transmitting 
the Third Progress Report of the United Nations Con- 
ciliation Commission for Palestine. S/1341, June 22, 
1949. 1p. mimeo. 


* Printed materials may be secured in the United States 
from the International Documents Service, Columbia Uni- 
versity Press, 2960 Broadway, New York 27, N. Y. Other 
materials (mimeographed or processed documents) may 
consulted at certain designated libraries in the United 

tates. 
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INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND CONFERENCES 











Fourth Session of UNESCO 


On September 2 the Department of State an- 
nounced that President Truman has nominated 
five United States Representatives and two Con- 
gressional Advisers to the Fourth Session of the 
(teneral Conference of the United Nations Educa- 
tional, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(Unesco), scheduled to be held at Paris, Septem- 
ber 19-October 5, 1949. 


The United States Representatives are: 


George V. Allen (Chairman of the U.S. Delegation), As- 
sistant Secretary for Public Affairs, Department of 
State 

Milton S. Eisenhower (Vice Chairman), President, Kansas 
State College, Manhattan, Kansas 

Luther H. Evans, Librarian of Congress 

Martha B. Lucas, President, Sweet Briar College, Sweet 
Briar, Virginia 

Reinhold Niebuhr, Professor of Applied Christianity, 
Union Theological Seminary, New York, New York 


The Congressional Advisers are: 


Brien McMahon, United States Senate 
Mike Mansfield, House of Representatives 


Other members of the delegation, named by the 
Department of State, are the following: 


Special Advisers 


Ellis Arnall, President, Society of Independent Motion 
Picture Producers of America; Former Governor of 
Georgia 

Paul M. Gross, Vice President, Duke University, Durham, 
North Carolina; President of Oak Ridge Institute of 
Nuclear Science 

Howard Hanson, Composer, Director, Eastman School of 
Music, Rochester, New York 

William Hastie, Governor, Virgin Islands 

Oscar Hild, President, Cincinnati Musicians Association ; 
Executive Officer, American Federation of Musicians, 
AFL 

Eric Johnston, President, Motion Picture Association of 
America 


September 12, 1949 





U.S. Delegations to International Conferences 


Earl J. McGrath, Commissioner of Education, United 
States Office of Education 

Stanley Ruttenberg, Director of Education and Research, 
CIO 


George Stoddard, President of the University of Illinois, 
Urbana, Illinois 

Gladys Tillett (Mrs. Charles W.), Vice Chairman, Demo- 
cratic National Committee, Washington, D.C. 


Advisers 


Herbert J. Abraham, UNEsco Relations Staff, Department 
of State 

Arthur Compton, American Embassy, Paris 

Kenneth Holland, American Embassy, Paris, Counselor 
for Unesco Affairs 

Max McCullough, Unesco Relations Staff, Department of 
State 

Otis Mulliken, Division of United Nations Economic and 
Social Affairs, Department of State 

Constance Roach, Unesco Relations Staff, Department of 
State 


Special Assistant to the Chairman 


Alice T. Curran, Office of Assistant Secretary for Public 
Affairs, Department of State 

The draft agenda for the Fourth Session of the 
General Conference was prepared in accordance 
with the Unesco constitution by the Executive 
Board of Unesco at its meeting at Paris in June. 
Among approximately 20 agenda items are in- 
cluded: (1) the Director-General’s report on the 
activities of Unesco during 1949; (2) study of the 
reports presented by member states for 1949; (3) 
consideration of the recommendations of the Exec- 
utive Board concerning the admission of new mem- 
bers; (4) discussion of the duties of the state in 
regard to education, science, and culture for the 
purpose of insuring a better understanding be- 
tween peoples and the practical steps the state 
should take to discharge these duties; (5) adop- 
tion of the program and budget for 1950; (6) con- 
sideration of official and external relations of the 
organization, including liaison with member states 
and National Commissions and activities of 
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Unesco in occupied territories; and (7) election 
of six members of the Executive Board. 

The First Session of the Unesco Conference was 
held at Paris in 1946, the Second at Mexico City 
in 1947, and the Third at Beirut, Lebanon, in 1948. 
Forty-seven member countries are entitled to send 
representatives to the. Fourth Session. 

The Unesco program in the United States is 
largely the anaes of the United States Na- 
tional Commission for Unesco, established by law 
to advise the Department of State on matters re- 
lating to Unesco. Milton S. Eisenhower is chair- 
man of the National Commission, which is com- 
posed of representatives of 60 national organiza- 
tions and about 40 other members selected as lead- 
ers in the fields of education, science, and culture. 


Twenty-sixth Session 
international Statistical Institute 


The Department of State announced on August 
26 that Stuart A. Rice, Assistant Director in 
Charge of Statistical Standards, Bureau of the 
Budget, has been named chairman of the United 
States delegation to the twenty-sixth session of the 
International Statistical Institute. This meeting 
is scheduled to be held at Bern, September 3-10 
1949. Named to serve as advisers of the United 
States delegation are the following: 


James P. Cavin, Head, Division of Statistical and Histori- 
cal Research, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, 
Department of Agriculture 

W. Edwards Deming, Adviser in Sampling, Division of 
Statistical Standards, Bureau of the Budget 

M. Joseph Meehan, Director, Office of Business Economics, 
Department of Commerce 

Henry S. Shryock, Jr., Assistant Chief, Population Divi- 
sion, Bureau of the Census, Department of Commerce 

Samuel Weiss, Chief, Division of Employment Statistics, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor 


The International Statistical Institute is a non- 
governmental professional organization of statis- 
ticians, maintaining a permanent office at The 
Hague. The objectives of the Institute include: 
(1) more rapid progress in developing the various 
branches of the science of statistics, (2) greater 
efficiency and economy in professional statistical 
organizations, and (3) greater service to the 
United Nations and its constituent organs and 
agencies. 

The last session of the Institute, the twenty-fifth, 
was held at Washington, D.C., in September 1947. 


Fourth International Congress of Neurology 


The Department of State announced on Au- 
gust 31 that the United States will be represented 
at the Fourth International Congress of Neurol- 
ogy, scheduled to be held at Paris, September 5-10, 
1949, by the following delegation: 
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Chairman 


John F. Fulton, Sterling Professor of Physiology, Yale 


[wr 





















University 
Delegates TI 
Pearce Bailey, Assistant Chief, Psychiatry and Neurology by S 
Division, Department of Medicine and Surgery, Vet. 'T 
erans Administration 0 
Derek E. Denny-Brown, Professor of Neurology, Harvarq Brev 
Medical School, Harvard University Con} 
Hannibal Hamlin, Commander, MCS, USNR, Consultant Micl 
in Neurological Surgery, United States Naval Hog. Tl 
pital, Chelsea, Massachusetts 
Webb E. Haymaker, Armed Forces Institute of Pathology,— to st 
Representing the Air Surgeon, Department of theft suita 
Air Force The 
Stephen W. Ranson, Lt. Colonel, MC, U.S.A., Office of the 
Surgeon General, Department of the Army was 
Seymour D. Vestermark, Medical Director, Chief, Traip. 
ing and Standards Branch, National Institute of 
Mental Health, Public Health Service 
Harold G. Wolff, Associate Professor of Medicine, Corne} 
University Medical College, Cornell University 
The Neurology Congress is designed to bring Cou 
together the principal neurologists, neurosurgeons Nor 
and psychiatrists of the world. The program will 
consist of discussions of the following topics: (1)f [rete 
the thalmus and its pathology; (2) electroence- 
phalography and electromyography; (3) ultra. Tl 
virus maladies of the nervous system; and (4)§ 31 t! 
pain surgery. ; of tl 
Previous congresses were held at Bern in 1931,§ Trea 
at London in 1938, and at Copenhagen in 1939.8 17,1 
This is the first meeting of this series at which the§ of a! 
United States Government has been officially 
represented. 
Th 
Interparliamentary Union of th 
On September 2 the Department of State an-§ ing tl 


nounced that the Congress of the United States te 
will be represented at the XXXVIIIth Regularf T™® ‘ 


Conference of the Interparliamentary Union at —e 
Stockholm, beginning September 6 and closing} for ¢ 
September 12. The Union is composed of na- 
tional groups of 42 nations having representative 
forms of government. Each national group, 
limited to members of parliament, possesses its 

own organization, with its bylaws, officers, and 
committees. Vice President of the United States) Der 
Alben W. Barkley is president of the United] Tq | 
States group, and every member of the Congress 

of the United States is ipso facto a member of the} [Rete 
group. 

The United States group will be represented at A 
this year’s conference by a joint Senate and House} a 
delegation; the majority left September 3. Sena-§ T®¢ 
tor Homer E. Ferguson of Michigan will serve as} ™e? 
chairman of the delegation. The party includes} inch 
Congressmen Harold D. Cooley of North Caro-} "0M 
lina; Robert Poage of Texas; Hale Boggs of Lou- oe 

a 


isiana; Albert Gore of Tennessee; Henry O. Talle 
of Iowa; Clifford R. Hope of Kansas; and Frank-| 


lin Dunham, executive secretary of the American} thei: 
group. pur] 
cess 
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The Congressmen will be joined in Europe later 
by Senators Homer E. Ferguson; Estes Kefauver 
of Tennessee; Lester C. Hunt of Wyoming; Owen 
Brewster of Maine; and Raymond E. Baldwin of 
Connecticut; Congressmen John D. Dingell of 


ology 
y, Vet. 


urvard 


ultant/!’ Michigan, and Daniel A. Reed of New York. 

| Hos = The object of the Interparliamentary Union is 

‘ology, to study all questions of an international character 

of the suitable for settlement by parliamentary action. 

of the Lhe last conference of the Union, the XX XVIIth, 
“Ff was held at Rome in September 1948. 

Train. 

ite of 

‘orne]] 

bring Council Established by 

"- North Atlantic Treaty To Convene 

1 Wi 

: (1) [Released to the press August 31] 

ence- 







The Department of State announced on August 
31 that it has been agreed that the first session 
of the Council established by the North Atlantic 


iltra- 


| (4) 


1931,§ Treaty will convene in Washington on September 
1939.8 17,1949. It is expected that the Foreign Ministers 
h = of all parties to the treaty will attend. 

‘ially 


Article 9 


The Parties hereby establish a council, on which each 
of them shall be represented, to consider matters concern- 
» an-§ ing the implementation of this Treaty. The council shall 
tatesg beso organized as to be able to meet promptly at any time. 
rular The council shall set up such subsidiary bodies as may be 
P necessary; in particular it shall establish immediately 
n. at a defense committee which shall recommend measures 
SINgF for the implementation of Articles 3 and 5. 

— na- 
ative 
‘oup, 
s its 
and 
‘atesgy Deputies on Austrian Treaty 


— To Reconvene in New York 
‘ess 


f the [Released to the press September 2] 





dat} Among 22 treaty articles discussed at the Aus- 
ousef trian treaty talks in London, the deputies have 
ena-| reached agreement on 13. The 9 still in disagree- 
e as} Ment include some of the most important issues, 
ades}_ Including those on which Soviet demands for eco- 
aro-| nomic advantages to be derived at Austria’s ex- 
ou-| pense exceed the principles which had been agreed 
‘alle} at the Paris Council of Foreign Ministers. 

ank-| Nevertheless, the Western deputies have voiced 
ican| their willingness to reconvene in New York for the 
purpose of continuing the treaty talks, after a re- 
cess of 3 weeks. The Soviet representative, G. 
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Zarubin, had no proposal to make on the subject, 
nor would he agree to the United States proposal 
to reconvene the deputies. In the end, Zarubin 
merely agreed to refer the United States proposal 
to Moscow. 

The Soviets pretend to have made concessions in 
London but actually these involved no reduction 
whatever in their excessive claims. They were for 
the most part made at the expense of the Yugo- 
slavs, in direct consequence of their relinquishment 
of Yugoslav claims at the Paris Council of For- 
eign Ministers. 

Among the remaining articles in disagreement is 
the one on German assets in Austria (article 35). 
Under this article the Soviets are seeking to re- 
serve to themselves war booty which they had pre- 
viously agreed to relinquish, as well as the greater 
share of Austria’s oil refining capacity and oil 
exploration areas, of which they were to have re- 
ceived only some 60 percent under the treaty 
document. 


New Truce Proposal 
for Jammu and Kashmir Submitted 


Statement by Secretary Acheson 


[Released to the press August 31] 


Since January 1, 1949, the United Nations Com- 
mission for India and Pakistan, of which the 
United States is a member has been attempting 
to negotiate a truce agreement between the Gov- 
ernments of India and Pakistan. These efforts 
to date have not been successful and the Commis- 
sion, within the past few days, has submitted a 
new proposal to both governments for the settle- 
ment of the truce in the State of Jammu and 
Kashmir. In view of the great interest of this 
government in the peace and stability of the sub- 
continent, the President has addressed a message 
to Prime Minister Nehru of India and Prime Min- 
ister Liaquat Ali Khan of Pakistan urging that 
they accept the Commission’s recent proposal for 
settlement of the truce issue. 





CORRECTION 


The title of Annex III under “The Franco- 
Italian Customs Union” in the Butxetin of 
August 22, 1949, page 244, should _ read: 
“Decision Taken by the Contracting Parties 
at the First Session, Havana, March 20, 
1948. 
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International Economic Policy 


Address by President Truman* 


I find that there is a good deal of misunderstand- 
ing and misinformation about our international 
economic policy. Some of this is deliberately 
stirred up by certain newspapers and politicians 
for political reasons. Some of it is due to the fact 
that the economic problems of the world seem to be 
distant from our daily lives and hard to under- 
‘stand. 

World economic problems are undoubtedly com- 

lex. But their importance to us is very clear. 

orld prosperity is necessary to neg peace. 
Furthermore, world prosperity is necessary to our 
own prosperity in the United States. If these 
facts are kept in mind, it will be easier to under- 
stand what this country is trying to do. 

In working for prosperity in the postwar world, 
the nations of the world face new problems—and 
greater ones than they have ever faced’ before. 
They are suffering from the terrible aftereffects 
of the war, which caused an almost complete break- 
down of European industry and of world trade. 
There is also the rising demand of men all over 
the world for independence, and for a greater 
share of the good things of life which only a 
restored and expanding economic system can bring. 
Added to these two problems there is athird. That 
is the attempt of organized Communism to achieve 
economic and political domination of the world 
through the misuse of the desires and aspirations 
of mankind. 

These problems require the combined efforts of 
the free nations. Together, we must repair the 
damage of war, complete the restoration of the 
economy of Europe, and revive world trade. We 


* Made at the Annual Convention of the American Legion 
in Philadelphia, on Aug. 29, 1949, and released to the press 
by the White House on the same date. 
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must go forward to establish an expanding world 
economy in which men everywhere can work to 
satisfy their desire for freedom and a better life. 
We must demonstrate that the economic system of 
the free nations is better than the system of Com- 
munism. 


Mistakes After First World War 


The free nations are determined to avoid the 
mistakes of the past. The roots of the present 
economic problems go back to the First World 
War. After that war, the nations of the world 
made the mistake of following narrow and short- 
sighted policies of economic nationalism. Each 
country, working for its own selfish interest, tried 
to get the best of the others. Each nation erected 
trade barriers to keep out the products of other 
nations. Each nation tried to dump its own prod- 
ucts in foreign markets. 

These policies were self-defeating. They 
achieved neither national nor international pros- 
perity. Instead, they helped to bring on the worst 
depression the world has ever seen. 

Factories closed down all over the world. Ships 
lay idle in harbors. Surplus crops rotted in the 
fields. Unemployment grew, and hunger became 
widespread. 

In every country, there were hundreds of thou- 
sands of young men and women without jobs and 
without hope for the future. Many of these young 
people became the prey of unscrupulous dema- 
gogues. They joined the Black Shirts of Italy 
and the Storm Troopers of Germany. They were 
the tools of the Japanese militarists. In the end, 
they marched to war under the bloody banners of 
those dictatorships. 
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international Action During World War il 


Before the end of World War II, we resolved 
that the international economic chaos which had 
Jed to war should not occur again. We knew that 

ermanent peace could not exist if the nations of 
the world resumed the policy of dog-eat-dog. _ 

Consequently, the United States joined with 
other nations to prepare for a peaceful economic 
world. The International Monetary Fund was 
set up to deal with exchange and monetary rob- 
lems among nations. The International Bank was 
established to provide investment capital for re- 
construction and development. In our proposals 
for a world trade organization, the United States 
outlined a method for breaking down the trade 
barriers which had strangled world commerce in 
the period between the wars. As the war ended, 
we made billions of dollars available to relieve 
suffering and repair the damage of war. 

These were good beginnings. Never before in 
history had nations made such careful, long-range 

lans for a better economic future. 

Shortly after the war ended, however, it became 
apparent that the economic life of the world was 
more badly disrupted than any one had expected. 


Hostility of the Soviet Union 


Still further difficulties were created when it 
became clear that the Soviet Union would not join 
in working for world economic recovery. The 
Soviet Union was hostile to European economic 
cooperation. It refused to join in the European 
Recovery Program, and prevented its satellites 
from joining. Its aggressive foreign P gow cre- 
ated alarms and fears that hampered recovery. 
On every hand, there was evidence that the policy 
of the Soviet Union was aimed at prolonging the 
distress and suffering of the free nations. 

If we had been discouraged by these difficulties 
and had abandoned our efforts, the results would 
have been disastrous. Once again the streets of 
Europe would have been filled with crowds of 
hungry and hopeless men and women. Once 
again, unscrupulous agitators would have used 
these angry millions to create tyranny and 
slavery. 

But the free nations did not let this happen. 
We went ahead with our recovery programs. As 
a result, production has risen greatly in Europe. 
Men and women there have jobs and food and a 
belief in the future. They know that the demo- 
cratic way is the way of hope. 


Expanding World Economy Needed 


The free nations have overcome the danger of 
immediate postwar collapse, but we have not yet 
achieved the sound and expanding world economy 
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that is necessary for lasting prosperity and peace. 

This larger task is the one that now confronts 
us. 
The free nations have the resources and the 
means to accomplish that task. 

Together, they have most of the industrial 
capacity of the world. They have vast supplies 
of raw materials. They have industrious and 
skillful populations. The free nations together 
have all the elements necessary to provide a better 
way of life for mankind. at is needed is to 
draw these elements together into a continually 
expanding and productive international economy. 

Such a world economy is vital, not only to the 
cause of world peace, but also to our own national 
— and security. We inthe United States 

epend upon foreign countries for many vital 
minerals and other raw materials. Without for- 
eign trade, many of our industries would suffer. 
Without foreign trade, for example, it would be 
difficult, if not impossible, for us to develop atomic 
energy. Moreover, we need to sell many things 
abroad. Our cotton, our wheat, and our tobacco, 
for example, must have foreign markets. Our 
prosperity would be seriously damaged if the ex- 
port of our products were cut off. 

We cannot, therefore, fall back into economic 
isolationism. Instead, we must take every action 
we can to bring about more trade, expanding 
markets, and a and development in other 
countries as well as our own. 


Difficulties Faced 


One of the most serious difficulties we face is 
the fact that, at present, foreign nations need to 
buy more things from us than we need to buy from 
them. They have calléd upon us for food and 
raw materials in unprecedented amounts. Fur- 
thermore, many countries need equipment and ma- 
chinery, which only we can supply, if they are to 
develop their own resources and raise their own 
standards of living. 

The urgent demand which foreign countries 
have for these things far exceeds their present 
capacity to pay for them. As a result, world 
trade is now seriously out of balance. 

We have both short-range and long-range plans 
for meeting these difficulties. We will continue 
the European Recovery Program as our principal 
means of meeting emergency needs for the next 
3 years. At the same time, we are moving ahead 
with long-range measures. 

We are encouraging American business to make 
productive investments abroad in increasing vol- 
ume. Through such investments, foreign coun- 
tries—particularly underdeveloped areas—will be 
= to obtain the equipment they so desperately 
need. 

We are also planning to help the people in 
underdeveloped areas learn modern industrial and 
agricultural methods. By this means, they will be 
able to double and redouble their production. By 
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this means, they will be able to make an increased 
contribution to an expanding world economy and 
a balanced world trade. 

In addition, we must continue our well-estab- 
lished policy of negotiating reciprocal trade agree- 
ments in order to reduce barriers to international 
trade. These agreements enable us to buy more 
from other nations at the same time that they help 
to maintain new markets abroad for our products. 
We must increase our buying abroad if we are 
to achieve a balanced world trade. 

Furthermore, we are encouraging closer re- 
ional ties among nations in order to lower trade 
arriers and increase production. 

The nations of Europe, under the stimulus of 
our aid, are working toward closer ties of economic 
union. Already, through the Organization for 
European Economic Cooperation, they have begun 
to make joint decisions that affect their basic eco- 
nomic policies. In the Council of Europe, now 
meeting at Strasbourg, more far-reaching meas- 
ures of European union are being considered. 

Closer economic union means a difficult period 
of transition for the countries that enter into it, 
but it is essential for a better world. The United 
States will do what it can to aid the European na- 
tions to achieve greater unity. 

As we go ahead with these long-range measures 
for a stable and growing world economy, we shall 
have to adjust our actions to changing conditions. 
We shall need to be alert to new developments, and 
turn to advantage every possible resource. 


Discussions of Economic Problems 
With U.K. and Canada 


We shall be concerned in the months immedi- 
ately ahead with certain special and urgent prob- 
lems arising out of the present unbalanced state 
of world trade. Representatives of the United 
Kingdom and Canada will soon be here to discuss 
some of these problems. We look upon these talks 
as discussions among friends about problems which 
affect all of us, and in the solution of which we 
all have a common interest. The people of this 
country are well aware of what the war meant 
to Great Britain and of the stresses and strains 
which have been laid upon the British people in 
recent years. The representatives of the United 
Kingdom will find here a warm personal welcome 
and may be assured that these mutual problems 
will be examined by us in a spirit of friendliness 
and helpfulness. 


Principles for an Economic Policy 
of Free Nations 


In our discussions with the representatives of the 
United Kingdom and Canada, as in our approach 
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to problems with other nations, we must kee 
clearly in mind the basic underlying principles 
upon which the economic policy of the free ng. 
tions must be based. 

The first principle which we should clearly 
understand is that a sound and expanding world 
economy is essential to world peace. Interna. 
tional economic discussions revolve around such 

rosaic things as tobacco and rubber and rates of 
interest and the value of currencies. But, behind 
all these, lie the great objectives of satisfying the 
material and spiritual needs of mankind and pre- 
serving democratic freedom. 

The second principle which should be clearly 
understood is that we are trying to expand the 
exchange of goods and services among nations, 
Sound and prosperous relations among nations 
rest upon the exchange of goods and services on 
a business basis. We are not engaged in a chari- 
table enterprise. We are not looking for trick 
solutions to deep-seated problems. 

The third principle is that we cannot succeed in 
creating a sound and expanding world economy 
unless we keep everlastingly at it. There are times, 
no doubt, when we shall become impatient or an- 
noyed by delays and obstacles. But we cannot 
throw in our hand and walk out of the game. Nor 
can any other nation afford to do so. The path 
of mutual adjustment and combined economic ef- 
fort is not an easy one. The economic interests of 
nations are not easily reconciled. No group can 
get all it wants. But there is no other way to the 
solution of our difficulties than the way of mutual 
concession and cooperation. 

_ The fourth principle is that the democratic na- 
tions are not proposing to interfere with one 
another’s internal politics. We know very well 
how we would feel if some foreign nation tried to 
tell us how to vote. We recognize that each nation 
has its own political problems and that it uses dif- 
ferent political labels and different slogans from 
those we use at home. In the same way, nations 
have different business practices and different 
governmental devices for achieving the same eco- 
nomic ends. 

A community of democratic nations cannot exist 
on uniformity in matters of politics or business. 
The only uniformity on which they can insist— 
and this is what binds them together as free na- 
tions—is a firm adherence to democracy, coupled 
with a common desire to improve the standard of 
living of all their citizens. 

On the basis of these four principles, the free 
nations of the world can solve the difficulties which 
confront them. On the basis of these principles, 
they can achieve their goal of a sound and expand- 
ing world economy. 

There is one more thing for us, as Americans, to 
remember. Our country is the most important 
economic unit in the world today. The future of 
the world depends upon the continuation of our 
own economic growth and development. If we 
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can continue to increase our national income, and 
to raise our standards of living, the solution of in- 
ternational economic problems will be far less 
difficult. 

Every one of us has a responsibility in building 
a peaceful world. We can contribute to that cause 
in our daily lives, in our jobs, in our thinking. 
We contribute to ery when we work for the pros- 
perity and growth of the United States. We con- 
tribute to peace when we reject the claims of those 
selfish interests, here and abroad, that would turn 
us against the cause of international cooperation. 
We contribute to peace when we ask for Divine 
guidance and help for the efforts of mankind to 
establish understanding and good will among the 
nations of the world. 


VOA Gets Powerful New 
Medium-Wave Relay in Munich 


[Released to the press August 31] 


Voice of America broadcasts in Europe will be 
strengthened, beginning September 1, with the ad- 
dition to its relay facilities of a new high-powered 
medium-wave relay station, located in Munich. 
The new station is designed to provide a power- 
ful medium wave relay outlet for Voice of America 

rograms into all parts of Europe includin 
ireeen Russia and the satellite regions. It wil 
thus augment the present coverage of these areas 
by the short-wave relays of the “Voice.” 

The new transmitter will start its schedule by 
relaying “Voice” programs for 1214 hours daily 
during the peak listening hours in Europe. In 
other hours, it will be used to supplement the 
broadcasts of the Armed Forces Network in 
Europe which has a large local audience in addi- 
tion to its GI listeners. 

The new station has a power of 150 kilowatts, 
which is considerably increased in terms of effec- 
tive radiated power through use of special anten- 
nae and other technical improvements. It has 
been running tests for some weeks, with reports of 
“very good” reception from many points in 
Europe. 

During these tests, reports indicate that Russian 
broadcasting stations have attempted to “jam” the 
new transmitter, but these efforts have proved only 
partially successful. 

Charles W. Thayer, head of the Department’s 
International Broadcasting Division, said the new 
transmitter is not intended and cannot be consid- 
ered the answer to the Russian jamming campaign. 
The majority of the Soviet audience, he pointed 
out, is accustomed to short-wave listening. Dis- 
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tances are so great in Russia, and the population 
so dispersed, that the Russians themselves use 
short wave, with its greater range, to reach most 
areas of the Soviet Union. Thus, to keep their 
own people from hearing our programs, they must 
jam our short-wave transmissions. The Soviet 
Jamming campaign, which began on a large scale 
on April 24 and which now uses over 250 “sky 
wave” and several hundred “ground wave” trans- 
mitters, is still extremely effective, and further 
counterjamming measures by the Voice of 
America are planned. 

Construction of the new transmitter was part 
of the normal expansion program of the Interna- 
tional Broadcasting Division and would have en- 
tered into operation even if the Soviet Government 
had not seen fit to try to blanket all VOA and 
BBC broadcasts to Russia. 

Until the new station was completed, Voice of 
America programs originating in this country were 
relayed full or part time by more than 20 trans- 
mitters in various parts of Europe, a great ma- 
jority of them short wave. The new Munich 
transmitter was intended to provide a strong, 
medium-wave signal and thus to expand the listen- 
ing audience beyond owners of short-wave sets. 

The new Munich transmitter will operate on 
1195 on 251 meters. It will relay Voice of 
America broadcasts each day from 3:30 p. m. 
G. m. t. (11: 30 a. m., e. d. t.) to 4: 00 a. m. G. m. t. 
(midnight e. d. t.). These are considered the 
best listening hours in Europe. During this 
period it will broadcast 15 minutes each in beke 
Croat, Bulgarian, Czech, Slovak and German (to 
Austria) ; 30 minutes each in Slovene, Hungarian, 
Rumanian, Polish and Spanish; 45 minutes in 
English, 1 hour in Italian and 6 hours Russian, 
much of the last being recorded repeats to counter- 
act jamming. 


Italy Presents 
Bronze Equestrian Sculptural Group 


The Department of State and the Department of 
the Interior announced in a joint statement on 
August 26 that final ge ag of the equestrian 
sculptural groups for the Arlington Memorial 
Bridge Plaza, Washington, D.C., the design for 
which was approved in 1931, may be made possible 
as the result of the offer of the Italian Govern- 
ment to cast the groups in bronze in Italy and 
present them to the United States as a gesture of 
good will and as a token of the gratitude of the 
people of Italy to the American people. 

The offer, made in a communication to the Sec- 
retary of State by the Chargé d’Affaires of the 
Italian Embassy in Washington, has been trans- 
mitted to the Secretary of the Interior and is in 
process of being accepted. 
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